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Towards a taxonomy of projective content
Abstract

Projective contents, which include presuppositionalrigriees and Potts’ (2005) conventional implicatures,
are meanings which are projected when a construction is @édeloe as standardly identified by the “Family
of Sentences” diagnostic (e.g. Chierchia and McConneatkeGL990). This paper establishes distinctions
among projective contents on the basis of a series of ditigadscluding a variant of the Family of Sen-
tences diagnostic) that can be used with linguisticallyained consultants. This methodological advance
allows validity of generalizations to be examined crossliistically. We apply the diagnostics in two lan-
guages, focussing on Paraguayan Guarani (Tupi-GQaeard comparing the results to those for English.
Our study of Paraguayan Guarani is the first systematioeagbn of projective content in a language other
than English. Based on the application of our diagnostica vade range of constructions, three mean-
ingful subclasses of projective contents emerge. Thetieguiaxonomy of projective content has strong
implications for contemporary theories of projection (&grttunen 1974; Heim 1983; van der Sandt 1992;
Potts 2005; Schlenker 2009), which were developed for tbggtive properties of subclasses and fail to
generalize to the full set of projective contents.

1 Introduction: Projective contents as a domain for cross4hguistic study

The goal of this paper is to establish distinctions amongngeaof inferential phenomena which have in
common the property of “projection”, the term being due tomg§gandoen and Savin (1971). Projection
concerns implications associated with particular comsitvns, so-called “triggers”. What is notable about
these implications is that they tend to survive — that isy tieed to be understood as commitments of the
speaker — even when the trigger is deeply embedded undeoptieators. Projection is typically diagnosed
using the “Family of Sentences” diagnostic (Chierchia araCdnnell-Ginet 1990:29f.), illustrated with the
examples in (1).

(1) Chierchia and McConnell-Ginet (1990:28)

a. The present queen of France lives in Ithaca.

b. Itis not the case that the present queen of France livebacd.

c. Does the present queen of France live in Ithaca?

d. If the present queen of France lives in Ithaca, she hasaplpinet Nelly.

In this illustration, we observe the behavior of the imgiica that there is a unique queen of France, which
is triggered by the use of the definitee present queen of FrancAn utterance of sentence (1a) entails both
that there is a unique queen of France and that she livesaodttUtterances of the sentences (1b—d) do not
imply that anyone lives in Ithaca, but do still, under normiatumstances, commit the speaker to the claim
that France has a unique queen. We call this behavior of tiseeage implicatiomprojectionand call this
implication aprojective contentan element of content which has the potential to project.

The range of constructions associated with inferencesttiabit projective behavior is huge. It includes
all inferences standardly analyzed as presuppositions ooventional implicatures (and this whether the
term is used in the sense of Grice 1975 or that of Potts 2008)aigue in this paper that projective content
should be divided into three subclasses, which echo sommooily made distinctions, and yet subtly cross-
cut them. These subclasses, summarized in Table 1, aregiiihed by two properties that a projective

1Projective contents are understood as commitments of ksp only if they projectlobally. For simplicity, we set aside
cases of intermediate projection, not relevant to our pagpdere.



Properties of contents
Classes| Projection Contextual Felicity Localfect

A. yes yes yes
B. yes no no
C. yes no yes

Table 1: Three classes of projective content in English aarddgtiayan Guarani

implication may have: (i) being subject to a “Contextuali€igl” constraint, and (ii) giving rise to a “Local
Effect”. The term “Contextual Felicity” constraint refers tgarticular condition on the felicitous use of
a trigger, namely, that it can be used felicitously only ifremimplication associated with the trigger is
established in the context of use. This property is discugsaletail in section 3. “Local Eect” refers

to the way in which a triggered implication interacts witheogtors: Some part of the content of a clause
embedded under an operator is said to have a LoffatEjust in case it contributes to the content over
which the operator is understood to take scope. For detdigstission of this property, see section 5.

As seen in Table 1, projective contents in class A are agsakiaith a Contextual Felicity constraint
and have a Local fect, class B projective contents are not associated withraeRimial Felicity constraint
and do not have a Localffect, and class C projective contents are not associatecav@tintextual Felicity
constraint but have a Localfect. Broadly speaking, class A involves cases of anaphowkcirdexical
triggers, class B involves many cases Potts (2005) termageotional implicatures, but also some contents
associated with indexical and anaphoric expressions, %3 € includes a mixture of cases standardly
described as presuppositions along with inferences whioakysas is more controversial, such as those
associated with approximatives (eadnos) and exclusives (e.@nly). Strikingly, our survey of over twenty
inference types associated with expressions in two laregiagd not reveal any inferences that have a
Contextual Felicity constraint but do not have a LocHEEt.

Early observations about projection identified it as a priypef presuppositional content, and projection
has subsequently been studied entirely from this persgedti more recent work, however, the close identi-
fication of presupposition with projection has been undeedi Chierchia and McConnell-Ginet (1990:351)
observe that the content of English non-restrictive redatlauses projects, but hesitate to call this content
presuppositional because it does not seem to be subjecy tequirement to be “background” for the ad-
dressee. Beaver (2001) comes to similar conclusions riegaEhglish parentheticals. And Potts (2005)
takes robust projection behavior to be a core property otttmponents of meaning he classes as conven-
tional implicatures (including inferences triggered byguaheticals, expressives, and honorifics), while at
the same time arguing that conventional implicatures at@msuppositions. These observations constitute
a serious challenge to most existing accounts of projectimh as Heim (1983), van der Sandt (1992),
Schlenker (2007), as these are all predicated on the assumntpat projection is a consequence of the
presuppositional status of the relevant implication. (Sieeons et al. 2010 for further discussion.)

The fact that all the inference types discussed in detaihi paper share the property of projectivity
provides a rather obvious motivation for studying them tbge But projectivity is almost certainly not the
only property that these inferences share. Based on workgligh (The Authors 2010), we have found
what we take to be compelling evidence of a relationship betwprojection and “at-issueness”, with Jayez
(2009) providing cross-linguistic support from French.

A proposition is defined to be at-issue if it is the part of ateraince’s content which is used by the
speaker to address a question that is (implicitly or exgpficunder discussion (Roberts 1996). What we
have found is that when embedded content projects, it is stlingariably not at-issue, andce versa
Thus, for example, the existence of a French queen would fireceed to be not at-issue for an utterance of



(1d), because we do not naturally take (1d) to be a resporsejtestion about whether there is a French
gueen: it is in that sense that the existence of a French geesunt at-issue. Furthermore, while there
are exceptions to the strong generalization that embedoletgrtt projects if and only if it is not at-issue
(see e.g. Jayez 2009; Simons et al. 2010; Potts to appedatese exceptions are at the level of tokens
rather than types. That is to say, while we are aware of iddal examples for which either not at-issue
content projects, or at-issue content fails to project, reenat aware of any construction types for which it
is generally the case that either of these hold. At the vexstiee can confidently state that for English, and
for every construction type associated with projectivetenty that content tends to project when it is not
at-issue. Thus while we will not study at-issueness in thisgp, and must refer the reader to The Authors
(2010) for discussion of both the empirical basis of the iwith at-issueness and for discussion of why this
is a theoretically important, we do think that the geneyaditthe link with (non-)at-issueness underlines the
commonality between ffierent types of projective content, and provides an impbedditional motivation
for studying the class of projective contents as a whole.

The strategy that we have chosen for the study of this classeainings — a strategy whose utility is
demonstrated by the results reported in this paper — ingataeeful investigation of the linguistic behavior
of a wide range of triggers of projective meaning. A theaadtaccount is, after all, unlikely to be successful
unless itis founded on a robust grasp of the phenomenon tptemed. We suggest that in order to achieve
an adequately robust understanding, we need to examinecposj not only in English (as has typically
been the casé)but in other languages too. And we need reliable data baseohhoon the judgments of
theoreticians, but also on the linguistic judgments of thgcally untrained native speaker consultants.

These desiderata raise some interesting challenges at#niace of theory and methodology. Theoreti-
cians tend to take a “we know it when we see it” approach tcegtan. But if projection is to be diagnosed
by judgments rendered by consultants in the field or by stijecthe lab, we need to determine exactly
which judgments are relevant, and we need a strategy td tliese judgments reliably. Similar issues
arise for the identification of the Contextual Felicity cvagt and Local Eect, which distinguish among
sub-classes of projective contents.

One goal of this paper, therefore, is to put the study of ptaga on a sounder empirical footing. We
propose here an extension of the standard empirical panagfigonstructed examples which is appropriate
for cross-linguistic work with consultants who have no sfiedraining in linguistics. To be clear, we do
not wish to make any deep philosophical point about whatt@atess sound methodology. Or perhaps it
would be more apropos to say that to the extent that we willereakethodological point, we will make it
primarily by doing rather than saying. Thus the bulk of treger will be taken up not with meta-discussion
about the nature of data collection, but with descriptiod explanation of the development and application
of specific diagnostic methods that we have applied in twolbgically unrelated languages, English and
Paraguayan Guarani (Tupi-Guarant).

The significance of providing a cross-linguistic foundatior empirical work on presupposition, and
projective contents more generally, is highlighted by ntagork of Matthewson (2006). On the basis of
detailed fieldwork on St'at'imcets, she draws the strikgunclusion that St'at'imcets presuppositions do
not impose a constraint on the common ground, and are inforen&he makes the assumption that presup-
positions in English involve common ground constraintalf&tker 1973, 1974), and hence concludes that
there is a significant fierence between presuppositionality in English and int8tiaets3 She arrives at

2Some research has been carried out on the related topic sifigpesition in languages other than English, for example,
Levinson and Annamalai (1992) on Tamil, Potts and Kawah2084) on Japanese, Matthewson (2006) on St'at'imcetsstgal
Amaral (2007) on European Portuguese and Jayez (2009) anh:re

3As noted, our own findings concerning English and Paragu@arani are that many of the standard presupposition trig-
gers do not impose a Contextual Felicity constraint. Theembrconclusion to draw from Matthewson’s data may thus la¢ th
St'at'imcets is just like English, that is, that the relevaresupposition triggers do not impose common groundtrings in either
language.



this result by applying the “Hey, wait a minute!” (HWAM) testhich assumes that consultants will respond

with utterances like “Hey, wait a minute!” to utterances &zaming presupposition triggers in contexts where

the presupposition is not entailed by the common ground.aBeamption is that if consultants respond with

e.g. “Hey, wait a minute!”, the utterance so responded tcah@®supposition failure and, hence, contains a
presupposition trigger.

While it would be worthwhile to build directly on Matthewserwork, the HWAM test is not one of
the diagnostics that we have yet been able to confidentlyyappbur own fieldwork, and HWAM wiill
thus not be utilized in this papér.Nonetheless, we think it important to point out that the ltsswe
will report on, while revealing subtle filerences between English and Paraguayan Guarani (hehcefor
Guarani), go broadly in the opposite direction from Mattken’s. In terms of the metrics we use, the
two languages we studied are broadly similar, thus suggeskiat the properties we study may reflect
quite general cross-linguistic principles. So, broadlgafing, while Matthewson argued against strong
presuppositional universals, the data we present sugipasthere may be quite strong universals operating
not only among standard presuppositions, but beyond.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 provides some fmackd on the development of the diagnos-
tics used in this paper and introduces the triggers of ptiggcontent of Guarani explored in this paper.
Sections 3 to 5 illustrate diagnostics for exploring Cottek Felicity, Projection and LocalfEct in the
field, respectively; we motivate in section 4 why diagnosGuntextual Felicity prior to Projection is nec-
essary. In section 6, we present a summary of the empiricdihfys in an expanded version of Table 1
and characterize the three subclasses of projective damtertheir relationship to previously characterized
meaning types, such as classical presuppositions and Paottgentional implicatures. This section also
points out similarities and fferences between projective contents in English and Guarsdiscussed
in section 7, the taxonomy of projective content that eroplly emerges in the two languages has strong
implications for contemporary theories of projection (&grttunen 1974; Heim 1983; van der Sandt 1992;
Potts 2005; Schlenker 2009), which were developed for tbgegtive properties of subclasses and fail to
generalize to the full set of projective contents. This isectlso briefly discusses implications of this
taxonomy of projective content for the general taxonomy efining. Section 8 concludes the paper.

In this paper, we thus hope to make contributions on sevesatd. First, the work is relevant to re-
searchers in formal semantics and pragmatics for its argtgrikat projective content is heterogeneous in
ways not currently appreciated, ways which have importansequences for theories of projection. Sec-
ond, the diagnostics, and the methodology which undertiesmf may be of interest to fieldworkers and
to anyone interested in collection of data from non-linglasguage consultants, in the field or in the lab.
Finally, the paper makes a modest contribution to semaypiagy, containing the first analysis of a wide
range of projective contents in a non-European language.

2 Paraguayan Guararn triggers and criteria for diagnostics

The choice of English and of Guarani for the detailed stuidgrojection is not motivated by any special
properties of the languages. English is the native languégleree of the four authors and has been the
focus of the vast majority of work to date on presuppositind projection. The first author of the paper has
extensive knowledge of Guarani and a great deal of experieanducting fieldwork in this language. In
general, exploring meaning in collaboration with lingigatly untrained native speaker consultants requires
that the fieldworker have knowledge of a wide range of granmalstructures of the language, including
phonological, morphological, syntactic and pragmati¢descthat #fect whether an expression is grammat-
ical and felicitous in a particular context (see also Mattben 2004:370). The utterances to be judged must

“We note that consultants could respond with “Hey, wait a tefiuto an utterance for a number of reasons, e.g. to chadleng
an implicature of the utterance or to indicate some othegmedic oddity of the utterance besides presuppositionriil



be grammatical since otherwise a consultant might rejecutterance in a context not because it is false
or infelicitous but simply because it is ungrammatical (Matvson 2004:386,401). And to be judged true
or felicitous, utterances must be presented in discourstexts that appropriately control for the relevant
contextual factors.

Guarani is unusual among South American indigenous layegjanot just because it is widely spoken
(by about four million people in Paraguay and surroundingntges), but also because it is fairly well-
documented. In addition to reference works (Gregores a@de2ul967; Velazquez-Castillo 2004a), there
are papers and books on the phonetics and phonology of thadge (e.g. Lunt 1973; Rivas 1974; Ade-
laar 1994; Walker 1999), its morpho-syntax (e.g. Velaze@astillo 1996, 1999, 2002a,b, 2004b; Norfftho
2004), word order and object marking (e.g. Velazqueziast995; Tonhauser and Colijn 2010; Shain
and Tonhauser 2010), its prosody (Clopper and Tonhausdr, 264), as well as its temporal, aspectual and
modal system (e.g. Dessaint 1996; Liuzzi 1987; Liuzzi anddkuk 1989; Tonhauser 2006, 2007, 2009,
2010, to appear, Tonhauser ms.). Exploring projectiveastiatin Guarani in collaboration with native
speaker consultants is greatly facilitated by this wedtinformation already available on the language.

However, our goal in developing the diagnostics used hesenotto devise methods specifically for the
study of Guarani, or of English, but to develop a “toolkhtat can be adapted for use wittfdrent languages
and also in dferent settings (e.qg. in fieldwork with individual consutand also in more conventional
experimental settings). This required the diagnosticsetdoomulated as independently as possible from
any language-particular lexical inventory or (morphorggtic constructions, so as to be applicable in a
typologically diverse range of languages and to thus tatdi cross-linguistic comparison of projective
contents. A diagnostic that would fail in this respect is tima&, for example, requires forming sentences
with negated auxiliary verbs: since many languages, inctu@Guarani, don't have such verbs, such a
diagnostic would not be cross-linguistically applicabla.combination with this flexibility, however, we
have attempted to present the diagnostics in adequate sietas to make it possible to derive comparable
cross-linguistic results.

A second critical desideratum for the diagnostics was tiet should rely only on judgments by (linguis-
tically untrained) native speaker consultants that carelielly obtained, i.e. consultants should understand
the task the diagnostic asks them to perform and the taskdshewnatural.

Third, in keeping with standard practice in experimentaigie, the diagnostics should be formulated
such that they do not bias consultants towards a particaswer. The types of judgments mainly used in
eliciting the data presented in this paper are briefly disedsn the following’

The diagnostic for Contextual Felicity developed in setBorelies on judgments of felicity. Such judg-
ments, like judgments of truth, can only be made for uttezamuresented in a contéktTo identify the
constraints an expression may place on context, an ute@nrtaining the relevant expression is presented
to consultants in contexts in which the utterance is expeitidoe acceptable and in contexts in which it is
not expected to be acceptable. Systematically varying tegbprovides evidence for the kinds of contex-
tual felicity constraints the expression is associatedh:wit.the very fact that a particular sentence can or

5The majority of the data presented in this paper were calteby the first author during fieldwork trips to Paraguay in&00
2009 and 2010. Apart from research on the constructions sttt diagnostics and basic meaning properties of mostef th
Guarani triggers considered here, the diagnostics hafeg been applied only with one Guarani consultant — a siinatot ideal
but also not untypical for fieldwork-based research. Sihiedonsultant has been the first author’s main consultanes2004 and
is therefore very familiar with the highly collaborativegoess of fieldwork on their native language, developing fagribstics
with this consultant went hand-in-hand with applying themtte full range of triggers. Application of these diagnostith
additional consultants is planned for August 2011.

5The context is taken here to be a body of information held mmon by the interlocutors in the discourse, including infar
tion from the utterance situation, the linguistic contexwihich the utterance was made, as well as the informatiowtsire of the
discourse that includes the utterance (e.g. Roberts 200#)1 In the first author’s fieldwork on Guarani, contexts presented
verbally either in Guarani or in Spanish (see Matthewsd@#26r the appropriateness of using a meta-language toniresetexts,
but cf. Tonhauser ms.).



cannot be used in an out-of-the-blue context (and therefoes not or does have certain felicity conditions)
is itself data” (Matthewson 2004:390f).

The diagnostic for Projection developed in section 4 refiedelicity judgments and also on what we
call “implication judgments”. That is, the diagnostic itwes asking a consultant whether a given utterance
in a particular context gives rise to a target implicatioratdthat the term “implication” is neutral between
assertion, entailment, conversational implicature, andrs It is clearly the job of the theorist to determine
the proper analysis of a given implication. However, we tidkieat the identification of the presence of an
implication is a basic data point with respect to which sgeakan be expected to have judgments. Indeed,
such judgments have already been successfully used iniergrdal research on scalar implicatures (e.g.
Geurts et al. 2010) and presuppositions (e.g. Schwarz B¥xyer and Clark 2008; Chemla 2009), where a
common paradigm is to ask (linguistically untrained) map@nts to assess whether an utterance has a par-
ticular implication or which of a given set of implicationa atterance has. In contrast, Matthewson (2004)
argues that semanfragmatic fieldwork should be limited to consultants’ judmits of grammaticality,
truth and felicity. We suggest that the diagnostics devedlobelow dfer a reliable strategy for eliciting
information about implications drawn by interpreters.

In addition to direct elicitation of implication judgmentthe diagnostics proposed make use of what
we call “implicit implication judgments”, where consultanare asked to answer a question, the answer to
which allows the fieldworker to determine whether the targeilication arises from the utterance or not.
Particularly useful are contexts where implicit implicatijudgments are based on the goals or desires of
a rational agent. To illustrate, consider the example in {2¢ context of this example presents Maria as
having a particular goal, namely to interview people who hatkar-death experience. Rather than asking
a consultant whether (2) means that Raul came close to dgingnsultant is asked whether Maria would
interview Raul, given Paula’s utterante.

(2) Context: Maria wants to interview people who had a nesatll experience. Paula tells her about
her neighbor Raul:

Raulaimete o-mano.
Raulalmost A3-die

‘Raul almost died.’

If a consultant firms that, yes, Maria would want to interview Raul, this canidden as evidence that (2)
conveys that Raul came close to dying and thus as (indirealerce for the hypothesis that the adverb
aimete'almost’ contributes an proximal implication in this padiar utterance.

In the diagnostic for Local fect in section 5, we make use of judgments of truth, whereultamds are
asked to judge whether a particular utterance is true intecplar context. The diagnostic for LocalEct
developed in that section asks consultants to judge thetadmbty of complex utterances such as (3), e.g.
whether it is possible for the second conjunct to be trueeénctimtext of the first. ((3) is typically judged to
be unacceptable.)

"The Guarani examples in this paper are given in the staizeéardrthography of the language used in Paraguay (Miister
Educacion y Cultura 2004, Velazquez-Castillo 2004aifd2except that all postpositions are attached to thest.Heollowing this
orthography, accents are not written for normally accemterts (stress on the final syllable); stressed nasal sgladrle marked
with a tilde. The set A cross-reference prefixes (which meakditive subjects and some intransitive subjects)éije ‘Alsg’,
ja(i)— ‘Alpl.incl’, ro(i)— ‘Alpl.excl’, re(i)—‘A2sg’, pe(i)—'A2pl’, and o(i)— ‘A3’; the set B prefixes (which mark some intransitive
subjects and possessors) ahe(r)-‘Blsg’, fiande(r)—'Blpl.incl’, ore(r)— ‘Blpl.excl’, nde(r)-‘B2sg’, pende(r)-'B2pl’, and
i(M)—h—‘B3’. The two portmanteaux prefixas(i)— ‘12sg’ andpo(i)—‘12pl’ refer to a first person subject and a second person
(singulayplural) object. The following glosses are usaér = ablative,caus = causativecompLETE = completive aspect,oNTRAST
= contrastive topicpim = diminuitive, excl= exclusive, incl= inclusive, e = middlgpassive micar = possibility modal must
= necessity modalyec = negation,Nyom = nominalization,perrect = perfect aspecturer = purpose;term = terminative aspect,
pron.QS = objecfsubject pronourgrosp = prospective aspeohodal,qu = questionrc = relative clause.



(3) #Andreso-manokuehe ha Andreso-sena-ta ché-ndive ko pyharé-pe.
AndresA3-die yesterdayandAndresA3-have.dinnerrosp pron.S.1sg-wittthis night-at

‘Andres died yesterday and Andres is going to have dinndr mi tonight.

Having laid out the basics of our methodology, we turn nowrt@eerview of the Guarani expressions
which are investigated in this paper. These are primawgdiations of expressions in English which trigger
projective content8. Possible translations were straightforwardly identifigdeticitation and using dic-
tionaries, except in the case of the change of state step translations of English utterances lidaan
stopped smokintirst resulted in Guarani translations with the véolheja‘leave’ and the nominalized ar-
gumentla jepita ‘the smoke’, as in (4a). While this construction triggersjpctive content, it did not turn
out to be productive, as it was not used to express changésefgth other predicates. It was thus replaced
in subsequent fieldwork with the constructind(a)—...—vé-i-mdNEc-...-MOreNeG-PERFECT) ‘NOt anymore’:
like its English translation, the utterance in (4b) implikat Juan used to smoke in the past but has ceased
smoking (as shown in sections 3 and 4).

(4) a. Juaro-heja la jepita.
JuanA3-leavethe smoke
‘Juan stopped smoking.” (Lit.: John left the smoke.)
b. Juamd-o-pitavée-i-ma.
Juannec-A3-smoke-more¢EG-PERFECT
‘Juan does not smoke anymore.

In addition to the projective content of the change of staf@essionnd(a)—...—vé-i-manot anymore’
introduced in (4b), sections 3 to 5 explore properties ofpfugective contents of the Guarani expressions
illustrated in the examples in (5) to (9) below. We focus fmreresenting the relevant expressions and their
implications, and the discussions in the next sections @aighe claim that the Guarani expressions have
implications comparable to their English translations.lime with the empirical, theory-neutral approach
taken in this paper, all implications of the relevant Guaexpressions are characterized as propositions (as
opposed to characterizing some implications as conssjaint

The naturally occurring examples in (5) feature the adwarbi ‘too’, the adverbaimete‘almost’ and
the suffix —nte‘only’, respectively. The adverhvei‘too’ in (5a), which occurs after the noun phrag@ro
tuja havé'very old donkey’, is felicitous here since there is anotbentextually salient entity that has the
property ascribed to the donkey, i.e. that runs down the. pltte adverkaimete‘almost’ in (5b) conveys
that the brother came close to falling onto the spines of twerut plant (the ‘proximal’ implication), but
ultimately didn’t (the ‘polar’ implication, which we tak@tbe projective, but see e.g. Horn 2002). And the
sufix —nte‘only’ in (5¢) conveys that the head of the monkey stuck oetfiole in the tree (the ‘prejacent’
implication) and that it was the only body part that stuck @he ‘exclusive’ implication — see also Horn
1996; Roberts 2006; Beaver and Clark 2008 on Englisly).

(5) a. Context: A jaguar and a donkey got into a fight. The dgtiethe tiger and then:
Jaguaret®-fani tapé-reha varro tujahavé aveiupetapé-re.
jaguar  A3-run path-onanddonkeyold moldytoo thatpath-on

‘The jaguar ran down a path and the very old donkey, too, ramdbat path.” (Krivoshein de
Canese et al. 2005:73)

80ther triggers, such as the contrastive topic clitkatu (First.Author ms a) and the reportative evidential clitiodaje
(First.Author ms b) , were identified by conducting detaifedldwork on the meaning of these expressions. They are et di
cussed in this paper.



b. Context: As children, Maria and her brother once had texeofield with two bulls on it.
Ha kyhyje-po-pe ro-hasa ha che-kyvy  aimeteho’a mbokajarati-'ari.
andscared-hand-i\1pl.excl-passandBlsg-brothemalmost A3.fall coco  thorn-on
‘And we passed fearfully and my brother almost fell into thess of a coconut plant.’

c. Context: A monkey looked for a place to stay dry in the rain.

O-ho oi-ko  ha'e  yvyrakua-pe,fi-aka-ngue-mnte 0-nohé 0-ké-me.
A3-go A3-enterpron.S.3tree hole-in B3-head~xom.TeErM-pIM-0Nnly A3-come.ouidoor-in

‘He entered into the hole of a tree, only his little head stagk’ (Acosta Alcaraz and Zarratea
2003:23)

The projective content of possessive and demonstrative pbuases is also explored in this paper.
The example in (6a), repeated from (5b), features the psissasoun phrasehe-kyvy(Blsg-brother) ‘my
brother’, which implies that the speaker has a brother (flmssession’ attribution; a potential uniqueness
implication is not explored here). Demonstrative noun pbsaare formed with the demonstrative determin-
ersko ‘near the speakerpe ‘near the addressee’ aip&amd ‘away from both the speaker and addressee’
(Gregores and Suarez 1967:141); only the former two tithtisd in (6b) and (6c), respectively, are explored
in this paper. The two relevant implications of demonstetioun phrases are that the demonstratum can
be identified (e.g. that the reader of (6¢) can identify thityereferred to withpe jagua‘that dog’)'° and
the implication that the demonstratum has the property @ehnloy the noun (e.g. that the demonstratum of
the demonstrative noun phrase in (6¢) is a dog). Both of tmgkcations relate to implications of definite
descriptions according to Heim (1982): the first corresgaicher familiarity implication (a presupposition
for her), the second to her descriptive content implication

(6) a. Context: As children, Maria and her brother once hadtdss a field with two bulls on it.
Ha kyhyje-po-pe ro-hasa ha che-kyvy  aimeteho’a mbokajarati-'ari.
andscared-hand-iA1pl.excl-passaandB1sg-brothemlmost A3.fall coco  thorn-on
‘And we passed fearfully and my brother almost fell into thess of a coconut plant.’
b. Context: A young girl was transformed into a bird.
Upe pyhare-guiven-je-hech&o guyra pyahu o-mimbi-pa-va jegua-gui.
that night-since A3-je-see thisbird new A3-shineeoMpLETE-RC jewelry-aBL
‘Since that night, one has seen this new bird that shinesheittuty.”  (Acosta and de Canese

2003:94)
c. Context: A cricket is interrupting a man’s picnic.
O-henbihymba jaguapetei-meha pe jagua o-fiepyriituichao-faro.

A3-call B3.domesticated.animdlbg one-at andthatdog A3-beginbig A3-bark
‘He called one of his dogs and that dog began barking loudly.’
The Guarani subject pronotna’e refers to third person animate entities: in (7), for examplefers to

the grandmother. The two relevant implicationshafe are that there is a contextually salient referent (the
existence implication) and that the referent is animate @himacy implication).

SGuarani does not have a definite determiner; determirseniesn phrases likiagua ‘dog’ can receive definite and indefinite
interpretations (Tonhauser and Colijn 2010). Not all ooenices of the (borrowed) Spanish determiaszonvey definiteness.

1°The relevant notion of identification can only be made peegisen a theory of context and discourse referents; we make d
here with this informal characterization.



(7) Context: A consultant tells that, as a child, she livethwier grandmother.

Ha'e o-pu'a voi-éterei o-flami-ha-gua i-vaka.
pron.S.3A3-get.upearly-veryA3-milk-nom-purp B3-cow

‘She had to get up very early to milk her cow.’

While the above expressions frequently occur in the corpoalable to the first author and in her
fieldwork notes, expressives, appositives and non-réstielative clauses did not, but were easily obtained
in elicitation sessions. The two expressives exploredigyghper are given in (8): since both convey a very
negative attitude of the speaker towards the referent ohthum phrase in which they occur, batibbére
andafia membylit. devil child) are translated here with the English eegsivebastard(Potts 2005). The
appositive in (9a) conveys that Maria is one of the speakeesds and the non-restrictive relative clause in
(9b), which is marked with the relative clause markex’e on the verb, that Maria was born in Germany.

(8) Context: Sabina runs into the house, breathlessly, ayst s

a. Pe Markombére o-mondache-kabayu!
that Marko bastardA3-steal B1sg-horse

‘That bastard Marko stole my horse!’

b. Mariao-menda pe afla memby Richard-re!
Maria A3-marrythatdevil child  Richard-at

‘Maria married that bastard Richard!

(9) a. Mariache-angiru petd, o-va-ta Paraguay-pe.
Maria Blsg-friendone A3-movesrosp Asuncion-to
‘Maria, one of my friends, is going to move to Asuncion.’

b. Maria,o-na-va’'e-kue Alemania-pe oi-ko Brasil-pe.
Maria A3-bornwc-vom.TErm Germany-in  A3-live Brasil-in
‘Maria, who was born in Germany, lives in Brasil.’

All the expressions just discussed were tested for theialiehwith respect to the Contextual Felicity
constraint, Projection and LocalffEct. The relevant diagnostics and the results of their epfin are
discussed in turn in the following three sections.

3 Contextual felicity

As noted in the introduction, presuppositions are thoudlasothe paradigm case of projective contents;
and presupposition triggers are standardly thought to §apmnstraints on the conversational context in
which they are used. Specifically, it is standardly clainteat utterance of a sentence with presupposition
p is felicitous only ifp is entailed by the context. However, when we explore therarlge of projective
contents, it becomes clear that many triggers of projeciirgents are not straightforwardly subject to this
constraint, including many which are standardly analyzegrasupposition triggers. Our first diagnostic
provides a method for diagnosing the presence of this anstrwhich we call the Contextual Felicity
constraint.

We begin with a definition of the property under investigati®ince a particular trigger may contribute
more than one (projective) content, but not all such costared be associated with a Contextual Felicity



constraint, the property is formulated as a property ofggért with respect to a particular implication. The
definition in (11) makes reference teneutral contexts, defined in (189.

(10) m-positive andm-neutral contexts
An m-positive context is a context which entaits An m-neutral context is a context that entails
neitherm nor -m.

(11) Contextual Felicity Constraint
If utterance of trigget of (projective) contentn is felicitous only in anm-positive context, them
imposes a Contextual Felicity constraint with respeanto

If a particular trigger of (projective) content is acceptable in am-neutral context, this shows that the
trigger is not subject to a Contextual Felicity constraiittwespect tan. This is captured by the subdiag-
nostic I. for Contextual Felicity in (12a). A judgment of wtaptability in such a context, however, is not
suficient to diagnose the presence of a Contextual Felicitytcaing with respect ton. To diagnose this,
the same utterance should also be tested in a minimatgrdntm-positive context, as per subdiagnostic Il.
in (12b).

(12) Diagnostic for Contextual Felicity
Let S be an atomic sentence that contains trigger(projective) contenin.

I. Ifuttering S is acceptable in am-neutral context, triggerdoes not impose a Contextual Felicity
constraint with respect tan.

II. If uttering S is unacceptable in am-neutral context and acceptable in a minimallyfelient
m-positive context, triggerimposes a Contextual Felicity constraint with respectto

In the remainder of this section, the application of thisgdisstic is illustrated with Guarani data. These
applications demonstrate another, perhaps obvious, mhettbgical issue: in eliciting judgments of felicity
of an utterance in a context, the contexts should be plausibtl natural-seeming given the experience of
the consultant or experimental subject. The scenarios insih@ applications below were invented by the
first author to suit the particular fieldwork situation. Hawee these provide an illustration of the various
ways in which the relevant kinds of contexts can be estaduish

The first set of data we discuss in (13) to (16) involves pdirsiggers that are not associated with a
Contextual Felicity constraint with respect to the targeplicationm. As per the diagnostic in (12a), we
come to this conclusion since the triggers of these conterdise acceptable im-neutral contexts. The
example in (13) features the expressafa memby(devil child) ‘bastard’. Like Englishhastard using
the Guarani expressive is acceptable in a context wheradtiessee does not have a low opinion of the
referent and did not know prior to the speaker’s utteranaettie speaker had a low opinion of the referent,
as illustrated by (13). The expressive is thus not assatiat a Contextual Felicity constraint with respect
to the (in this case) negative evaluation.

(13) Context: Julia and Maria work in a bakery and really likeir boss Marko because he pays them
well. One day, he calls Julia into hisiiwe; when she emerges, she says to Maria:

Pe afia memby Marko ko'agaoi-pota a-mba’apoif-hermandkarniseria-pe.
thatdevil child Markonow A3-wantAlsg-workB3-brother butcher.shop-in

‘That bastard Marko now wants me to work in his brother’s batcshop.’

IAs noted in section 2, we characterize projective contenfg@positions rather than contextual constraints, andhbeacter-
ization of m-positive andm-neutral contexts in (10) is congruent with this view (e.talSaker 1973, 1974; Karttunen 1974; Lewis
1979; Heim 1983). If projective contents associated wittoat€xtual Felicity constraint were instead charactergedontextual
constraints, (10) would define anmpositive context as one in which the contemis satisfied (see e.g. van der Sandt 1992; Geurts
1999). While we use the previous formulation, our findingsldde formulated under either characterization.
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The next pair of examples shows that appositives and ndrietes relative clauses in Guarani, like
their English counterparts, are not associated with a QameFelicity constraint: in the examples in (14),
these two types of expressions are usedtneutral contexts, e.g. Raul does not need to already knatv th
Simon is Maria’s ex-boyfriend in order for (14a) to be aced?

(14) a. Context: Raul is new in town. His neighbor Simon iesihim to his house for a party and
introduces him to Maria. She tells him:
Simon,che-kichiha-kue, o-fie’d  Aleman.
Simon Blsg-boyfriendvom.term A3-speakGerman

‘Simon, my ex-boyfriend, speaks German.’
b. Context: The children in a history class have to give preg®ns about famous people. Malena
has to talk about the pope. She starts with:
PapaBenedictal6, o-nas-va'e-kue Alemania-pe oi-ko Rbéma-pe.
PopeBenedict 16 A3-bornwc-Nom.TERM Germany-in A3-live Rome-in

‘Pope Benedict the 16th, who was born in Germany, lives in Rbm

We now turn to examples involvingimete‘almost’ and—nte‘only’. The example in (15a) shows that
the adverbaimete'almost’ is not associated with a Contextual Felicity coastt with respect to the polar
implication (here, that Malena didn’t throw up) or the prm&l implication (here, that Malena came close
to throwing up): the context of this example makes clear thatmother and father have no knowledge of
what was going on with their daughter upstairs. Théisunte‘only’ in (15b) is likewise felicitously used
although the positive implication, that the youngest daeigbleans the house, is not known to the mother
(and neither is the exclusive implication, that nobody othan the youngest daughter cleans the house).

(15) a. Context: A mother calls for her daughter to come dawrinner. Her daughter doesn't appear
so she goes upstairs to check on her. When she comes backstasays to her husband:

Malénahasy ra'e. Aimete o-gue’@.
MalenaB3.sickit.seemsalmost A3-vomit
‘It seems that Malena is sick. She almost threw up.’

b. Context: Carla, a mother of three teenage daughters, dalithe way to the supermarket and
breaks her leg. After being in the hospital for a week, thisgome to visit her. When she asks
them how they are doing, her youngest daughter blurts out:

Chénte a-mo-poti flande-roga!
pron.S.1sg-onlAlsg-caus-cleanB1pl.incl-house
‘Only I clean our house!

The next two examples we discuss here involve triggers &sdowith a Contextual Felicity constraint
with respect to one implication, but not another. The firgthstrigger we will consider is a demonstrative

21t is an open, empirical question whether expressives, sifiges and non-restrictive relative clauses in Guaramélwhat Potts
(2005) calls an antibackgrounding requirement, such tttatances of sentences like (i), where the content of theapgpsitive is
already given in the context, are infelicitous “due to redfumcy” (Potts 2005:34).

() Simonche-kichiha-kue. Simon,che-kichiha-kue, o-ne’®8  Aleman.
SimonB1sg-boyfriendvom.term Simon Blsg-boyfriendvom.term A3-speakGerman
‘Simon is my ex-boyfriend. Simon, my ex-boyfriend, spealeyi@an.’

While Guarani consultants recognize the redundancytantes like (i) are not generally considered unacceptdblis.thus an
open question whether this recognition of redundancyfiscsent for introducing an antibackgrounding requirementfie Guarani
expressions or whether this is an instance of cross-litigiiemantigpragmatic variation.
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noun phrase. This construction is not associated with aeXtrdl Felicity constraint with respect to the
implication m that the demonstratum has the property denoted by the neufiustrated in (16a), but is
associated with a Contextual Felicity constraint with ezdgo the implicatiom that the demonstratum can
be identified (as will shortly be discussed with referencél®) below). Likewise, the third person pronoun
ha’ein (16b) is not associated with a Contextual Felicity caaistrwith respect to the implicatiom that
the referent is animate, but with respect to the implicatidthat the referent is contextually salient (and
this, in turn, will be justified in the discussion of (19), bed). To diagnose the relevant implicatioms the
context of the examples in (16) mspositive with respect to the implicatiomsthat there is a salient referent
(for ha’e) and that the demonstratum can be identified (for the demaiivet noun phrase).

(16) Context: Maria and Sabina are walking across a meadtwy tan see something ahead lying in
the grass but can't figure out whether it's a rock, a piece afdy@an animal or a person. Maria has
much better vision than Sabina and, as they approach, Mayfa s

a. Pe kuimba’e o-ke.
thatman A3-sleep

‘That man is sleeping.’

b. Ha'e peteikuimba’e.
pron.S.3one man

‘He’'s a man.’

Since the context of (16) is neutral with respect to the ingtlonsm that the referent ofha’e is animate
and the demonstratum @e kuimba’e‘that man’ is a man, these examples provide evidence thaethe
expressions are not associated with a Contextual Felioitgtcaint with respect to these implications.

The third set of examples in (17) to (19) illustrate the aggiion of the diagnostic for a Contextual
Felicity constraint in (12) with Guarani triggers that associated with a Contextual Felicity constraint.
As mentioned in section 2, we entertain the hypothesisdliai‘too’ conveys that another contextually
salient entity has the property denoted by the predicatd@futterance in whickavei ‘too’ occurs (see
also Heim 1992; Geurts and van der Sandt 2001; Kripke 200&gtishtoo). Thus, in (17a)avei‘too’
is hypothesized to convey the implicatiamthat Guarani is spoken in another contextually salienhtrgu
The context of (17a) ie+neutral since German school children that have not yethataout Paraguay don't
know of a contextually salient country besides Argentinaviich Guarani is spoken. As indicated by the
hash mark (#), the consultant judged this utterance to becepsable in this context.

(17) a. Context: The children in a geography class in Gerrhamg to give presentations aboufeient
countries in the world. Malena is the first to go; the countrg has to talk about is Argentina.
She starts as follows:
#Argentina-peavei o-fle-fe'd@ guarani-me.
Argentina-intoo A3-je-speakGuarani-at

#In Argentina, too, Guarani is spoken.

To conclusively show that the unacceptability of (17a) is thuavei‘too’ introducing a Contextual Felicity
constraint with respect tm, the consultant was asked to judge the acceptability of @ineesutterance in
the contexts in (17b) and (17c), both of which anepositive: the context in (17b) im-positive since
there being another country besides Argentina in which @nias spoken is highly salient for Paraguayan
school children; the (linguistic) context in (17¢)ispositive since it explicitly provides the information
that Guarani is spoken in Paraguay. The target utteran(dd &) was judged acceptable by the consultant in
these contexts. Since they form minimal pairs with (17a)caseclude thatvei‘'too’ in (17a) is associated
with a Contextual Felicity constraint with respectrto

12



(17) b. Context: same as in (17a), except that the class iaragBay.
c. Context: same asin (17a)
Paraguay-pe-iie-he’'d@ guarani-meArgentina-peaveio-fie-fie’® guarani-me.
Paraguay-inA3-ie-speakGuarani-at Argentina-intoo A3-je-speakGuarani-at
‘In Paraguay, Guarani is spoken. In Argentina, Guaraspaken, t0o.’

The example in (18) features the demonstrative noun plpageitd’i ‘that little boy’; we explore the
implicationmtriggered by this noun phrase that the respective demauastrean be identified. As indicated,
the utterance was judged unacceptable imthgeutral context in (18a). The context in (18bhigpositive
context: here, the information that introducaso the common ground is presented in the form of a picture.
Since the target utterance in (18a) is acceptable in theexbimt (18b), we conclude that demonstrative noun
phrases in Guarani (and English) introduce a Contextuaifyeconstraint with respect to the implication
that the demonstratum can be identified.

(18) a. Context: The children in a sociology class have te giesentations about their families. Marko
is up first and he starts with:
#Pe mita-i che-ryvy.
thatchild-oim B1sg-younger.brother
#That little boy is my younger brother.
b. Context: Asin (18a), but now Marko also brings to the pnéstion a picture of a person that he
shows to the class.

The last example of this set is concerned with the third pefanimate) pronouha’e and the implication
that the referent of the pronoun is contextually salientillastrated in (19), the utterance witia’ein (19a)
is unacceptable: the contextrisneutral since neither the context of utterance nor Marutisrance makes
salient a unique third person. In contrast, Marko’s firsemahce in (19b) introduces such a salient third
person, thus resulting in the second utterance being itiergh in anm-positive context. We conclude
thatha’e is associated with a Contextual Felicity constraint witbpect to the implication that there is a
contextually salient entity.

(19) Context: The children in a sociology class have to giesentations about their families. Marko is
up first and he starts with:

a.t#Ha'e  chokokue.
pron.S.3farmer
(She is a farmer.)
b. Che-ru rera Juan.Ha’'e  chokokue.
Blsg-fathemameJuan pron.S.3farmer
‘My father’'s name is Juan. He is a farmer.

We turn finally to some results which might seem surprisingjight of standard assumptions: the be-
havior of Guarani possessive noun phrases and changdetetsstructions with respect to the Contextual
Felicity diagnostic. As illustrated for these two constioe types in (20a) and (20b), respectively, the
Guarani consultant judged these examples (and otherthike) acceptable in contexts that are neutral with
respect to the (projective) implications. In (20a), thete@his neutral with respect to the implication that
the woman has a dog and the context in (20b) is neutral witertdo the implication that Laura used to
do drugs.
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(20) a. Context: A woman who is being interviewed by a scha@ador for a job as a teacher says:
A-ha-va’'erd a-me’g-ha-gua che-rymba jagua-pe hembi'u-ra.
Alsg-gomust Alsg-givenom-purp B1sg-domesticated.animdbg-at B3.food~om.prosp
‘I have to go now to feed my dog.’

b. Context: Laura asks her parents to sit down with her becslus has to tell them something:
Nd-a-je-droga-ve-i-ma.
NEG-A1SgE-drug-morenec-already
‘I've stopped doing drugs.’

Thus, according to the diagnostic in (12), possessive nduasps are not associated with a Contextual
Felicity constraint with respect to the implication thaetpossessor has the possessum (the possession
implication), and the change of state construction is nebeated with a Contextual Felicity constraint
with respect to the implication that the pre-state once.held

As noted at the beginning of this section, there is a widegpreew that (the English translations of)
these expressiordo impose constraints on contexts in which they are used. Tk gould be rendered
consistent with the judgments reported here by assuminguhiability of a process ohccommodation
(Lewis 1979, building on Stalnaker 1974), a process whetbbyinterpreter “updates” her view of the
context to render it suitable for the utterance of the relevegger. From this theoretical perspective,
those triggers which test positive on the diagnostic for@omtextual Felicity constraint are subject to a
particularly strong version of the constraint which canbetsatisfied by accommodation. Those which
test negative on the diagnostic might either be subject teeakwersion of the constraint, allowing for
satisfaction via accommodation; or might not be subjedi¢oconstraint at all. Simons et al. (2010) present
arguments against the accommodation view, and we willpnétthe results presented here as distinguishing
between triggers which impose a Contextual Felicity caisty and those which don't. However, it would
not significantly #ect the overall conclusions of this paper if instead thermliatjc was taken to distinguish
between triggers which have a strong Contextual Felicitystaint, and those which have a weak such
constraint, if any:3

In sum, triggers of (projective) contents in both Guarard English fall into two groups with respect to
the Contextual Felicity constraint: expressives, appeasitand the adver@mete'almost’ are not associated
with a Contextual Felicity constraint, while certain ingations of triggers likeavei ‘too’, demonstrative
noun phrases and pronouns are. The full set of results amnatized in Table 2 in section 6. These results
replicate previous findings for English (see e.g. Chieramd McConnell-Ginet 1990; Beaver 2001; Potts
2005); that comparable Guarani expressions impose siagtgstraints contributes to our understanding of
cross-linguistic semantigragmatic variation.

4 Projection

This section formulates a diagnostic for the Projectiorpprty, and discusses its application on the basis of
Guarani data. The relevant property, characterized ijy (fers to the ‘Family of Sentence variants’ of a
sentences, which is defined as a set of sentences consistirg, tiie negative o8, the interrogative o8,

a modal variant of and a conditional witls as its antecedent.

130n the accommodation view, it is standard to assume thatopitigns can be accommodated only if they are relatively
uncontroversial and plausible. The Guarani consultamid@cceptable (but chuckled at) utterances with posgessivn phrases in
m-neutral contexts, even if was highly implausible that thegessor could have the possessum (echeifjaguamy dog’ in (20a)
was replaced witlthe-jaguaretémy tiger’). She only considered unacceptable utteranddls the change of state construction
that were false in the actual world (if, for instance, thestdtant’s sister’s name was used in (20b) instealdanfra).
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(21) Projection
A contentm of expressiort is projective (i.e. has the property of Projection) if andyoifi m is
typically implied by utterances of atomic senten&sontainingt and may also be implied by
utterances of Family of Sentence variantssof

Given that Projection is the core property we are investigait might be expected that we would begin
the paper with the diagnostic for this property. The reasenlanot is that, in order to test a particular trigger
for Projection, one must first determine whether the triggesubject to a Contextual Felicity constraint
(with respect to the target implication) or not. Where thisreo such constraint, projection of implication
m can be diagnosed using implication judgments imaneutral context. However, where there is such
a constraint with respect tm, a different strategy must be used. In fact, in the literature, #mily of
Sentences diagnostic is often applied to decontextuazachples, as illustrated for utterances containing
the present queen of Franae (1). However, this strategy cannot be used to elicit béigudgments from
consultants. Since decontextualized utterances congpimniggers associated with a Contextual Felicity
constraint are infelicitous, it is futile to ask a consutttmjudge whether e.g. the Guarani variants of (1a,b)
in (22a,b) imply that there is a boss (king) of France.

(22) a.#Ko mburuvichaFransia-guaoi-ko Londre-pe.
this boss France-fromA3-live London-in

‘This boss of France lives in London.’

b. #Ko mburuvichaFransia-guand-oi-ko-i Londre-pe.
this boss France-fromneg-A3-live- NeG France-in

‘This boss of France does not live in London.’

Matthewson (2004, 2006) does not apply the Family of Seeted@gnostic to explore presuppositions,
presumably since the standard application of this diagnmostuires linguistically untrained consultants to
make implication judgments, a type of judgment not considdsy Matthewson (2004:380) to be among
the “legitimate types of semantic judgment”. A methodoldgiefly entertained in Matthewson (2004) (but
subsequently dismissed) is to “test the felicity of sengsnitke [(23a)], [(23b)], and [(23c)] in a range of
discourse contexts, including some which do, and some wdoatot, contain information corresponding to
the presupposition” (p.404).

(23) Matthewson (2004:404)
a. Itis Mary who wants fish.
b. Itisn't Mary who wants fish.
c. Is it Mary who wants fish?

The idea, we assume, is that, if utterances of Family of $eetevariants are acceptablenmpositive
contexts and not acceptable inmRneutral ones, one can conclude that a presuppositioggeted. While
this is suitable for implications whose triggers are asstied with a Contextual Felicity constraint with
respect to that implication (and in fact adopted below tgu@se projection of such implications), it is not
a reasonable diagnostic for projection for implications agsociated with a Contextual Felicity constraint
since triggers of such implications are acceptablavneutral contexts (see section 3). With such triggers,
we argue, it is necessary to diagnose projection on the biisiglicit implication judgments. Thus, it turns
out to be necessary to use distinct diagnostics for Projeatepending on whether a Contextual Felicity
constraint is present.

The revised Family of Sentences diagnostic for Projecti@i tan be applied with linguistically un-
trained native speaker consultants is given in (24). Thgrdiatic explores the implications of utterances
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of an atomic sentenc8 that may give rise to the implicatiom to be tested for projection, as well as the
implications of utterances of other Family of Sentencearas ofS (referred to a&0OS(S)in (24)). Three
subdiagnostics are distinguished since consultants diietently to utterances containing triggers asso-
ciated with a Contextual Felicity constraint than to onest o not contain such a trigger. Subdiagnostic
I., which applies to triggers associated with a ContextuedicRy constraint with respect to the projective
contentm, is the diagnostic entertained in Matthewson (2004) disedisabove. Subdiagnostic Il. applies
to triggers not associated with a Contextual Felicity cast; like subdiagnostic Ill., it relies on implicit
implication judgments. The distinction between subdiagies II. and Ill. is that the latter is used with
triggers associated with a Contextual Felicity constrawitwith respect to the implicatiom being tested
but with respect to another implication which necessitates appropriately controlling the cantexboth
subdiagnostic II. and lll. it is vital that the contextngneutral so that a judgment that arises from an
utterance can be uncontroversially attributed to the aniee itself.

(24) Family of Sentences diagnostic for Projection
Let S be an atomic sentence which may give rise to implicatioand FOS(S)be the Family of
Sentences variants &t

I. Trigger timposes a Contextual Felicity constraint with respect ton: If utterances oFOS(S)
are judged unacceptable in amneutral context and acceptable in @mrpositive context, the
implication mis projective.

II. Trigger t does not impose a Contextual Felicity constraint with respet to m: Test whether
mis implied by utterances dfOS(S)n anm-neutral context.

[ll. Trigger t does not impose a Contextual Felicity constraint with respet to m, but with
respect to some other implicationn: Test whethemis implied by utterances dfOS(S)in an
m-neutral anch-positive context.

4.1 The Family of Sentences in Guaran

The Guarani constructions used in the Family of Senten@emadstic are illustrated in (25): the simple
positive declarative sentence in (25a) is negated in (268)r@alized as a question in (25c¢). It occurs as a
clausal complement of the possibility modkddatu (B3-possible) ‘it's possible’ in (25d) and constitutes the
antecedent of a conditional, marked wittamo'if’, in (25e).14

(25) a. Kuehe Carloso-jahu.
yesterdayCarlosA3-bathe

‘Carlos bathed yesterday.’

b. Kuehe Carlosnd-o-jahii.
yesterdayCarlosneg-A3-bathexea

‘Carlos didn't bathe yesterday.

c. Kuehepa Carloso-jahu?
yesterdayau CarlosA3-bathe

‘Did Carlos bathe yesterday?’

d. I-katu Carloso-jahu  kuehe.
B3-possibleCarlosA3-batheyesterday

‘It's possible that Carlos bathed yesterday.’

HPropositional attitude constructions with e.g. ‘thinksay’ and ‘wonder’ have also been successfully applied inr@niao
diagnose Projection, but are but are omitted here for resagbspace. With such constructions, one must control foptssibility
of modal subordination (Roberts 1989, 1995; Heim 1992).
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e. Kuehe Carloso-jahttramo, heta o-ké-ta ko ara-pe.
yesterdayCarlosA3-bathe-if muchA3-sleeperosp this day-at

‘If Carlos bathed yesterday, he is going to sleep a lot tdday.

While an utterance of the atomic sentence in (25a) commitsadhi speaker to the proposition that Car-
los bathed yesterday, none of the utterances in (25b-e) dichwve maintain renders these constructions
suitable for the Family of Sentences diagnostic for prajectTo motivate that this is the case, consider, for
example, utterances of (25a-e) in the context in (26):

(26) Context: Carlos is a baby and his sister Maria needd|tG#elos’ caretaker whether Carlos bathed
yesterday. Maria overhears her mother say (25a-e) to Hesrfat

Consultants were asked whether Maria will tell the caretétkat Carlos had a bath yesterday or not: they
responded ‘yes’ with respect to (25a), ‘no’ with respectabl) and ‘I don’t know’ with respect to (25c-e).
This suggests that (25b-e) do not imply that Carlos bathateygay, i.e. that uttering these constructions
does not commit the speaker to the content of atomic sensmbedded in the constructions.

Some additional comments about these constructions anelén. d=irst, sentential negation in Guarani
is realized as a verbal circumfix, as illustrated above, amnyg expressions inside the circumfix are in the
scope of negation (Tonhauser 2009). Since, for instanoeerbsl likeavei ‘too’ cannot occur inside the
negation circumfix, as illustrated in (27), negation is riateg's a suitable construction for testing projection
in Guarani (as discussed in footnotes 15 and 16 below).

(27) a. Carlosd-o-jahU-i avei.
Carlosneg-A3-bathenecs too
‘Carlos didn’t bathe either.’

b. *Carlos nd-o-jahwavek(r)i.

The question in (25c¢) is not the only possible way to form astjoa from (25a). A question can also
be formed by realizing (25a) with an utterance-final risingphation and by the variant in (28), where the
question markerpa‘qu’ is realized onCarlos

(28) Carlospakuehe o-jahu?
Carlosgu yesterdayA3-bathe
‘Did Carlos bathe yesterday?’

Since no meaning fferences between these question variants have been idestiffar, this paper assumes
they all can be analyzed as a question operator applyingetontsaning of the atomic sentence. But the
possibility of the questions fiering e.g. in their information-structural contributiondapossible fects of
this variability on projection should be kept in mind.

In addition to the modal construction illustrated in (25@uarani also has modalfiixes, including the
necessity modatva’erdin (29a) and the possibility modahein (29b). Since the syntactic relation between
these modal dtixes and triggers of projective content is not necessaripasmt from the surface string,
this paper only uses the modal construction vidkatu (B3-possible) to diagnose projection: as illustrated
in (29¢), we assume that the modal embeds a clause (which omégiic a trigger).

(29) a. Context: A woman has just heard that a man’s daughtegbtten married.
O-vy'a-itereiva’era.
A3-happy-verymust
‘He must be very happy. (theater play, presented in Tondaigsappear a)
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b. Context: A family is discussing who might disrespect thdine father says to the daughter:
Nde rei-kuaane, che-memby!
pron.S.2sgA2sg-knowmicat B1sg-child
“You might know, my child?’ (theater play, presented in Tentser to appear a)

c. l-katu [Carloso-jahu  kuehel].
B3-possibleCarlos A3-batheyesterday

‘It's possible that Carlos bathed yesterday.’

We now diagnose Projection in Guarani.

4.2 Diagnosing projection

Subdiagnostic I. of the revised Family of Sentences diaimé® projection in (24) identifies the content
m of a triggert as projective if and only if utterances BOS(S) whereS contains the trigget, are judged
unacceptable in am-neutral context and acceptable inrarpositive context. Recall that this subdiagnostic
is to be used for triggers which have already been deterntméd subject to the Contextual Felicity con-
straint with respect ton. The idea is that Projection, in these cases, is diagnosstdwying that a constraint
associated with a given trigger remains in force even whernrtgger is embedded.

The application of the diagnostic &vei‘too’ is illustrated in the next two sets of examples: thetdnce
of the atomic sentence withivei ‘too’ in (30a) as well as utterances of Family of Sentenceaves in of
(30a) in (30b-e) are acceptable in the context of (30), butmthe context in (31}°

(30) Context: The children in a geography class in Paragaag ko give presentations abouffdient
countries. Malena is up first; the country she has to preserg Argentina.
a. Argentina-paveio-fie-iie’é guarani-me. (= (17b))
Argentina-intoo A3-je-speakGuarani-at
‘In Argentina, too, Guarani is spoken.’
b. I-katu Argentina-peavei o-fie-fie’é guarani-me.
B3-possibleArgentina-intoo A3-je-speakGuarani-at
‘It's possible that in Argentina, too, Guarani is spoken.’
c. Argentina-peaveio-fie-fie’é-rd guarani-mea-ha-ta upépea-mba’apo-ha-gua.
Argentina-intoo A3-je-speak-ifGuarani-at A1sg-gorrose there A1sg-workNom-purp
‘If Guarani is spoken in Argentina, too, | am going to go ther work.’
d. The teacher asks the other children, before Malena starts
O-fle-fie'é-pa Argentina-peaveiguarani-me?
A3-je-speakeu Argentina-intoo Guarani-at
‘Does one speak Guarani in Argentina, too?’

15As discussed in connection with (27) abowegi‘too’ cannot be realized inside the negation circumfix. Tlgative variant
of (30a) in (i) is not acceptable in the context in (30), whiglcongruent with the hypothesis thatei‘too’ here is not in the scope
of negation. The variant in (i) is thus not suitable to diagmahether the implicatiom of (30a) is projective.

(i) Context: asin (30)
#Argentina-pevei n-o-fie-fie’g-i guarani-me.
Argentina-intoo Neg-A3-1e-speaknec Guarani-at

#'In Argentina, Guarani isn't spoken either.’
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(31) Context: The children in a geography class in Germany @ give presentations aboutiérent
countries. Malena is up first; the country she has to preserg Argentina.

Since (30a) and the other Family of Sentence variants oéi@mple are acceptable in arpositive context
and not acceptable in an-neutral context, the diagnostic identifiesas a projective content.

The examples in (32) establish that the existence imptinaif the pronoutna’e (that there is a contextu-
ally salient referent) is projective. As indicated, (33lafe acceptable in th&-positive context established
by the utterance in (32a). None of (32b-f) are acceptableowit(32a), i.e. in am-neutral context.

(32) Context: Paula is watching a soccer match with Mariag witters (32a), followed by one of (32b-f).

a. E-ma’d-mi. Pe arkéroo-joko-kuaa.
A2sg-lookpim thatgoalie A3-grab-know

‘Look. That goalie knows how to grab the ball’

b. Ha'e  CaaguasU-gua.
pron.S.3Caaguasu-from
‘He’s from Caaguasu.’

c. Ha'e-pa Caaguasl-gua?
pron.S.3gu Caaguasu-from
‘Is he from Caaguasu?’

d. Ha'e  nd-oi-kuaa-i chéve.
pron.S.3NeG-A3-know-~eG pron.0.1sg
‘He doesn’t know me.

e. Il-katu ha'e  Caaguasl-gua.
B3-possiblepron.S.3Caaguasu-from
‘It's possible that he’s from Caaguasu.’

f. Ha'e  o-porandi-ramahe-nimero,a-vy'a-ta.
pron.S.3A3-ask-if B1lsg-numbeAlsg-happyrrosp
‘If he asks for my number, | am going to be happy.’

Subdiagnostic Il. of the revised Family of Sentences diatiador projection in (24) identifies a content
m as projective if and only if utterances BOS(S) whereS contains the trigget, imply m. This subdi-
agnostic is used for triggers which dotimpose any Contextual Felicity constraint. The exampld88)
illustrate the application of the diagnostic to a non-ieste relative clause; in (33a), the relevant relative
clause implies that Sabina’s grandfather has a white beHnd. context in (33) isn-neutral since it does
not entail either that Sabina’s grandfather has a whitedbeathat he doesn’t. To diagnose whether this
implication is projective, the native speaker consultaaswold that Sabina says one of (33a-e) to Pamela.
The consultant was then asked to judge whether Pamela wilbttake pictures of Sabina’s grandfather,
according to Sabina’s utterances|[y&s] after the example indicates that the consultant thoughPhemela
would try to take his picture, pno] means that the consultant did not think that Pamela woultbttake his
picture.

(33) Context: Pamela is an art student who wants to take dackite portraits of old men with white
beards. Her friend Sabina says (33a-e) to her:

a. Che-aguélo, hendyvamoroti-va, oi-ko mombyry. [yes]
1sg-grandfatheB3.beardwvhiterc  A3-live far
‘My grandfather, who has a white beard, lives far away.’
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b. Che-aguélo, hendyvamoroti-va, nd-0i-ko-i mombyry. [yes]
Blsg-grandfatheB3.beardwhiterc  NeG-A3-live-NeG far
‘My grandfather, who has a white beard, doesn't live far aivay

c. Nd-o-mba’apo-i-roko’gro  che-aguélo, hendyvamoroti-va, ja-visita-ta
NEG-A3-work-Nec-if tomorrowB1sg-grandfatheB3.beardwvhitexc  Alpl.incl-visit-prosp
chupe. [yes]

pron.0.3
‘If my grandfather, who has a white beard, doesn’t work tommar we’ll visit him.’
d. I-katu che-aguélo, hendyvamoroti-va, o-hejare-nohé chupe féto. [yes]

B3-possibleB1sg-grandfatheB3.beardvhiterc  A3-let A2sg-takepron.O.3foto
‘It's possible that my grandfather, who has a white beard,l@tiyou take his picture.’

e. Pamela’s mother comes and asks:
E-porandi-ma-pa nde-aguélo, hendyvamoroti-va-pe? [yes]
A2sg-ask-alreadyu B2sg-grandfatheB3.beardwhitewc-to

‘Have you already asked your grandfather, who has a whitelBea

As indicated, the consultant judged each of Sabina’s uttex® to convey information that would lead
Pamela to want to take pictures of Sabina’s grandfatherceSRamela is interested in taking pictures of
old men with white beards, we hypothesize that the condiftaesponses are due to the content of the
non-restrictive relative clause being implied by the exil®m (33), thus supporting the hypothesis that this
content is projective.

The examples in (34) illustrate the application of the d@siit for Projection to the prejacent and ex-
clusive implications of utterances containing thdfisu—nte ‘only’. In the given context, the prejacent
implicaton of (34a) is the implication that Silvia has ablggaid and the exclusive implication is that she
is the only (relevant) member of the club who has paid. Theextns neutral with respect to both of these
implications. The consultant was asked, given the uttesint(34), whether Maria would think that Silvia
has already paid her dueS-feg or not (S-no), and whether other members have paid their d@egg9 or
not (O-no), or whether it is not known whether they did?).

(34) Context: Maria is the new financiaffi@wer of our sports club. She’s working with Carlos, the
previous financial fiicer, to get the finances of the club in order and to identify wtilbneeds to
pay their dues for last year. Carlos tells her (34a-d):

a. Silviante o-paga-ma. [S-yes, O-no]
Silvia-only A3-pay-already
‘Only Silvia has already paid.’
b. I-katu Silviante o-paga-ma. [S-yes, O-?]
B3-possibleSilvia-only A3-pay-already
‘It's possible that only Silvia has already paid.’
c. Silviante o-paga-ma-rd, o-fiei-kotevépirapire.[S-yes, O-?]
Silvia-only A3-pay-already-ifA3-je-need money
‘If only Silvia has already paid, money is needed.’
d. Another previous financialfficer comes by and says:
Silvia-nte-pa o-paga-ma? [S-yes, O-?]
Silvia-only-qu A3-pay-already
‘Has only Silvia paid already?’
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The consultant judges that the prejacent implication isliedpby each of (34a-d) while the exclusive
implication is nott® We therefore conclude that the prejacent implication, btite exclusive, is projective.

The examples in (35) below show application of the diageastithe implications of change of state
predicates. Since the Guarani change of state constiuisticealized using the negation circumfix, as
illustrated in (35a), only three of the other constructionasidered here can be used to diagnose projection
with this trigger. The consultant was asked whether Mariald/give the medicine to Marko, given Mario’s
utterances in (35a-d), witfesandno as possible answers.

(35) Context: Clara is organizing a health program that gyineedicine to everybody who has ever
smoked or currently smokes. Maria is administering the nwgin town A; since she doesn’t
know the people in the town, she is being assisted by Mariocal townsman. Mario tells her
(35a-d) about Marko.

a. Markond-o-pita-vé-i-ma. [yes]
Marko NEG-A3-SmOoke-mOre¥EG-PERFECT
‘Marko doesn’t smoke anymore’

b. I-katu Marko nd-o-pita-vé-i-ma. [yes]
B3-possibleMarko neg-A3-smoke-moresec-pPERFECT
‘It's possible that Marko doesn’t smoke anymore.’

c. Markond-o-pita-vé-i-ma-rd, nd-o-guerekd-i pirapire.[yes]
Marko NeG-A3-smoke-moresec-PERFECT-if NEG-A3-havexec money
‘If Marko doesn’t smoke anymore, he doesn't have money.’

d. Maria hears another person ask Mario:
Marko-pand-o-pita-vé-i-ma? [yes]
Marko-Qu NEG-A3-SmMOoke-mOre¥EG-PERFECT

‘Does Marko not smoke anymore?’

As indicated, the consultant thought that Maria would adstén the medicine to Marko as a consequence
of each one of Mario’s utterances in (35a-d). This suggdets éach of Mario’s utterances implies that
Marko used to smoke. We therefore conclude that the impdicdhat the pre-state held is projective.
Subdiagnostic Ill. applies when diagnosing implicatiomsf triggers not associated with a Contextual
Felicity constraint with respect tm but with respect to another implication The diference from subdi-
agnostic Il. is that the context constructed for the tegtratice must entail the content of the implicatign
to prevent infelicity due to failure of a Contextual Feljcitonstraint. The application of the diagnostic is
illustrated with the examples in (36) which contain the desimtive noun phragge 6ga‘that house’; as
discussed in section 3, such noun phrases are associated @iintextual Felicity constraint with respect
to the implication that the demonstratum can be identified,not with respect to the property attribution
implication. The context of (36) is thus constructed suct the demonstratum can be identified (both Raul
and Ricardo see something ahead in the woods) but Raul doésiaw what property the demonstratum
has. To diagnose whether the implicatiaris projective, the native speaker consultant was askeditgeju
what Raul will think is ahead in the woods, given Ricardo®rances in (36a-e).

16By similar logic to that discussed in footnote 15, the negatiariant of (34a) given in (i) is not suitable to diagnosej@ction:

(i) Silvia-nte nd-o-paga-i  gueteri.[S-no, O-yes]
Silvia-only NeG-A3-pay«eg still
‘Only Silvia hasn'’t paid yet.’
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(36) Context: Raul and Ricardo are walking in a dense fofeatll sees something ahead in the woods,

points at it and saybwonder what that isRicardo says:

a. Che-aguélo oi-ko pe ogape. [a house]
B1lsg-grandfatheA3-live thathouse-in
‘My grandfather lives in that house.

b. Mavavéand-oi-ko-i pe ogape. [a house]
nobody ~eG-A3-live-Neg thathouse-in
‘Nobody lives in that house.’

c. I-katu mavavéand-oi-ko-i pe o6gape. [a house]
B3-possiblenobody nec-A3-live-NeG thathouse-in
‘It's possible that nobody lives in that house.’

d. Mavavéan-0i-ko-i-rd pe O6gape, jai-ké-ta. [a house]
nobody ~eG-A3-live-neG-if thathouse-inAlpl.incl-enterprosp
‘If nobody lives in that house, we're going to enter.’

e. O--ne-pa oi-kb-va pe Ogape? [a house]
3-bemicaT-QU A3-live-rc thathouse-in
‘Does anybody live in that house?’

The annotatiorja house]after the examples indicates that the consultant thougihRhaul would think that

a house was ahead in the woods, given that particular utierarhis is evidence that the implication that
the demonstratum has the property denoted by the noun sarvitien the demonstrative noun phrase
Oga‘that house’ occurs embedded in Family of Sentences vatiaet that the implication is projective.

4.3 Summary and discussion

This section has shown that the contents explored in se8tare indeed projective contents. Crucially, we
presented evidence that Guarani has expressions thatggve projective contents, thus providing the first
systematic evidence of projection in a non-European laggudhe set of contents identified as projective
are summarized in Table 2 in section 6.

The crucial insight behind the diagnostic for Projectiodiferent subdiagnostics are needed for triggers
that are associated with a Contextual Felicity Constramak those that are not. The diagnostic developed
for the former case relies on judgments of felicity; thattlee latter case depends on implicit implication
judgments. A slightly revised statement of the diagnogtigiven in (37), where the subdiagnostics II. and
[ll. of the version in (24) are folded into subdiagnosticwliith the additional requirement that the context
be appropriately controlled for, as illustrated above.

(837) Family of Sentences diagnostic for Projection
Let S be an atomic sentence which may give rise to implicatioih.et FOS(She a set of sentences
consisting ofS, the negative 08, the interrogative 0§, a modal variant o8 and a conditional with
S as its antecedent.

I. Trigger timposes a Contextual Felicity Constraint with respect tan: If utterances oFOS(S)
are judged unacceptable in amneutral context and acceptable in @rpositive context, the
implication mis projective.

Il. Trigger t does not impose a Contextual Felicity Constraint with respet to m: Test whether
m s implied by utterances dfOS(S)in a context that isn-neutral and appropriately controls
for contextual constraints introduced by the trigger.
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It is our hope that this diagnostic can contribute to fillihg gap in the literature on projection and projective
contents, which has mostly relied on data from languages native speaker semanticists.

An important diference between the present study and previous studiesjetfive content in many
languages (including English) concerns the evidence geavifor projection. Levinson and Annamalai
(1992), for example, only list Tamil sentences alongsidsgrtblaimed presuppositions (see also von Fintel
and Matthewson 2008:182 for this point) and Matthewson §2@0gues that the St’at'imcets expressions
hu7 ‘more’, mita7‘agairymore’, tsukw'stop’ andt'it ‘also’ are presupposition triggers, but also does not
provide evidence for projection. In contrast, the previsastion has provided detailed empirical evidence
for the relevant contents being projective. This eviderarssists of i) the relevant contextualized utterances
that form part of the diagnostic, ii) the questions posedh ¢onsultant as well as iii) the consultant’s
responses that were taken to support the hypothesis thegléwant contents are projective.

Another result of the data presented so far is that Guarasidiferent kinds of projective contents:
ones associated with a Contextual Felicity constraint arebdhat are not. Matthewson (2006) finds that
St’at'imcets utterances with the expressions mentiormal@ are acceptable to St'at'imcets speakers in
(what we call)m-neutral contexts, which suggests that they are not agedcwith a Contextual Felicity
constraint. This means that Guarani mafjatifrom St'at'imcets, at least with respect to the triggavei
‘too’ (Guarani) and'it ‘also’ (St'at'imcets).

The finding that Guarani translations of English triggefrprojective content are also triggers of pro-
jective content is new. Whether the finding is also surpgisiepends on one’s assumptions about the way
in which projective content arises. One position is thatirtlanguage expressions conventionally encode
their ordinary and their projective content (e.g. Kartturaed Peters 1979). On this view, we might expect
to find cross-linguistic dferences in whether e.g. the polar implication of an expoeskke almostand
its translation in other languages is projective or not;fthding that comparable Guarani and English ex-
pressions so consistently convey the same projective msni® perhaps surprising on this view. Another
position is that projective contents are associated wittiquéar expressions by some universal mechanism
(e.g. Levinson and Annamalai 1992; Levinson 2011) or thehsontents are non-detachable and conver-
sationally derived, so that two expressions (from the sanguage or from dlierent languages) with the
same truth-conditional meaning would have the same pregecontent (e.g. Levinson 1983,Simons 2001).
On this view, one might not expect to find cross-linguistifatiences in the projective contents conveyed
by comparable expressions. The finding from English and &uidhen presents support of this view.

5 Local efects associated with projective content

The properties of Projection and Contextual Felicity digtiish two classes of projective contents in English
and Guarani. In this section, we explore another propdnpyajective contents: the property ‘Locatfect’,
defined in (38), distinguishes projective contents thatnaeessarily contributed to the local context of an
operator from those that are not (i.e. can be merely glolualhtributed); see also e.g. Gazdar (1979), Zeevat
(2000) and Potts (2005) for discussions of the variabilftgrojective contents with respect to this property.

(38) Local Effect
A triggert of projective contentn has its &ect locally (i.e. has Local feect) if and only if, whert
is embedded under operatdrt contributes the contemh to the local context oD.

Because the property being investigated is perhaps notfaerifiar, we begin by illustrating it with
some cases from English. The embedding operators condithere for the Local Eect diagnostic are
contributed by propositional attitude verbs suchbakeveandthink. (Other operators that could be used
to diagnose Local fect include modals and conditionals.) The local contexate by these verbs is the
attitude holder’s epistemic state; the clausal complermikhie verb is interpreted in this local context, which

23



is potentially distinct from the global (utterance) conte$ome propositions denoted by the complement
clause may be true in one of the contexts, false in the otlmrsi@er the examples in (39):

(39) a. Jane believes that Bill hamopped smoking(although he’s actually never been a smoker).
b. Jane believes that Billyho is Sue’s cousinis Sue’s brother.

We are interested here in the interaction between the pitaped attitude verb and the projective con-
tents of the embedded clauses: in (39a), the propositianRitlahas been a smoker, and in (39b), the
proposition that Bill is Sue’s cousin. In (39a), the compéarhofbelieveattributes to Jane the belief that
Bill has stopped smoking, which necessarily also attribtener the belief that Bill has been a smoker in the
past, i.e. belief in the start state of the predictgy smokingThis is what we refer to as a Locaffect: the
projective content oftop smokingontributes to the belief attribution carried out by the ewhdied clause.

This behavior is in contrast with that of the non-restrietielative clause (NRRC) in sentence (39b).
Although this clause is (at least by appearance) embeddtnwhe complement clause bklieve its
content does not contribute to the belief attribution: theaker of (39b) does not attribute to Jane the belief
that Bill is Sue’s cousin, but only the belief that Bill is Ssibrother. This shows that the projective content
contributed by the NRRC does not have a LocieEt.

The example in (40) is a test for LocaltEct for the implication of the English pronoure that the
referent be salient, which is associated with a ContextabtiEy constraint. In the second sentence of (40),
an instance oheis embedded in the propositional complementtofiks On the most natural reading of
this example, it is clear that Fred does not think that he iidecdually salient to the speaker and addressee,
since contextual salience is apparently what he is stritangvoid. It therefore follows that the salience
implication associated with the English prondumhas no Local Eect (or if we wish to be cautious, that it
has no compulsory Localfiect).

(40) Don'tlook now, but Fred is sneaking around on the otid® of the playground in full camouflage.
He obviously thinks thalhe's completely hidden from our sight by all the bushes.

The diagnostic for Local fect is given in (41). Like the diagnostic for Projection, #shthree parts:
subdiagnostic I. applies to triggetsassociated with a Contextual Felicity constraint with estpgo m;
subdiagnostics Il. and lll. apply to triggeontent pairs where the trigger is not associated with a&xunl
Felicity constraint with respect to, though alternatively Il. and Ill. could have been combiresldiscussed
for Projection above. In the three subdiagnostics, it isi@esl thatS; is an atomic sentence with trigger
of meaningm andS is a sentence whel®; is embedded under a propositional attitude verb. If theyéig
t of contentm has its &ect locally,mis part of the belief state of the bearer of the attitude. riftflee other
hand, the trigget of contentm does not have itsfkect locally, i.e. may have itsfi@ct merely globallym
need not be part of the belief state of the bearer of the déitu

Recall that triggers associated with a Contextual Feliciipstraint require the content to be part
of the relevant context prior to utterance (section 3). Vditich triggers, Local fect is diagnosed (per
subdiagnostic I.) by setting up a situation in whittis part of the global (utterance) context, but in which
the bearer of the attitude is explicitly ignorantiof i.e. mis not part of the local context, the belief state
of the bearer of the attitude. If an utteranceSofs unacceptable in this situation, we assume that this is
becausen needs to be part of the local context prior to utterance (Wwlsaot the case), i.e. the triggeof
contentm has Local Eect. If, on the other hand, utterance®fs acceptable in this situation, we assume
that this is becausa need not be part of the local context but may be merely paheftobal context prior
to utterance, i.e. the triggéiof contentm does not have LocalfEect.

With triggers not associated with a Contextual Felicity stoamint with respect to content (subdiagnos-
tics Il. and 111.), the diagnostics for Localfiect are based on the general assumption that the belief state
of a (rational) bearer of an attitude cannot contain bothctigentm contributed by the triggetras well as
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the negation of the content, i.em. With such triggers, Local fiect is diagnosed by setting up a situation
where the belief state of the bearer of the attitude contamslf an utterance o8 is unacceptable in this
situation, we assume that this is because triggentributes the contemb to locally, i.e. to the belief state
of the bearer of the attitude: utteranceSois unacceptable since the belief state of the bearer of titiecket
contains bottm and-m. If, on the other hand, utterance 8fis acceptable in this situation, we assume
that this is because is not contributed locally, but may be contributed merelybgllly, i.e. the trigget of
contentm does not have LocalfEect. In this case, onlym is part of the belief state of the bearer of the
attitudel’

(41) Diagnostic for Local Effect:
Let S; be an atomic sentence with triggesf meaningm.

I. Trigger t imposes a Contextual Felicity constraint with respect tan: Let S be a sentence
whereS; is embedded under a propositional attitude predicatetdfarice ofS is unacceptable
when the common ground entaitsbut the bearer of the attitude is explicitly ignoraniafthen
the meaningn with triggert has its &ect locally.

II. Trigger t doesn’'timpose a Contextual Felicity constraint:Three possible implementations:

1. LetS, be an atomic sentence that implies), andS a sentence where bofy andS, are
conjoined under the same propositional attitude predidateterance ofS is unacceptable,
then the meaningwith triggert has its &ect locally.

2. This implementation involves conjoining at the attitlele! rather than conjoining clauses
within the scope of an attitude predicate. ISgtbe an atomic sentence that implies and
Athe operator contributed by an attitude predicate. If atiee ofS of the form “A S; and
A S,” is unacceptable, then the meanimguith triggert has its &ect locally.

3. This implementation involves a single senteSgehat contains both triggdgrof meaning
m and also impliess-m. Let S be a sentence whe& is embedded under a propositional
attitude predicate. If utterance 8fis unacceptable, then the meanimgvith triggert has
its effect locally.

[ll. Trigger t doesn’t impose a Contextual Felicity constraint with respet to m, but with re-
spect to another implication n: This subdiangostic has the same three possible implementa-
tions as subdiagnostic Il., with the addition that the cehite which S is uttered entails that the
bearer of the attitude knows

5.1 Propositional attitude complements in Guarai

The Guarani examples used to diagnose Lo@adEfeature the propositional attitude véd)mo’a ‘think’,
illustrated in (42): the attitude holder is referred to by thre-verbal proper namauarn the sentential
complement of the attitude predicateiisy hasy'his mother is sick’, which is (obligatorily) marked with
the nominalizing sfiix —haon the (verbal) predicate of the sentential complement.

(42) Juami-mo’a i-sy hasy-ha.
JuanA3-think B3-motherB3.sickxom
‘Juan thinks that his mother is sick.’

1"We note here that our diagnostics for Locafdet use a surface level notion of locality. As a result, iptetation of the
diagnostics is potentially complicated by the fact that bsesmce of Local Eect could result from dierent sources. For example,
in a framework involving a level of Logical Form (LF) distinftom surface form, perhaps mediated by syntactic moventleate
would be a non-surface notion of locality (i.e. locality &)L In that case, it would be important to know where the giggas
interpreted at LF before drawing strong conclusions abmititure of the projective inferences associated wittrityger. Let us
note however, that for the majority of triggers considemethis paper, independent facts about the interpretatidgheoéxamples
we cite allow us to be confident that the triggers in questiemat subject to syntactic movement in any relevant way.
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Subdiagnostics II. and lll. of the diagnostic for Locafétt call for propositional attitude constructions
with conjoined clauses complements. In the example in @&)clausal complements are conjoined with
ha‘and’. Evidence that both clauses are complements of thegsitional attitude verb is that the verbs of
both clauses are marked with the nominalizinfigu-ha (which does not occur on matrix clause verbs).

(43) Juami-mo’a [[i-sy hasy-ha] ha [i-tiva i-kaigue-ha]]
JuanA3-think B3-motherB3.sick~om andB3-fatherB3-sluggishnom
‘Juan thinks that his mother is sick and that his father iggikh.’

The consultant did not find some propositional attitude tontons natural unless the propositional
attitude verb was repeated, as in the variant of (43) in (%4&.remain agnostic here about whether (44)
involves conjunction of sentences (with no independentnnglirase realizing the subject of the second
conjunct) or conjunction of verb phrases. What is imporiarthat both complements are understood as
being interpreted with respect to Juan’s epistemic state.

(44) Juampi-mo’a i-sy hasy-ha  ha oi-mo’'a aveii-tiva  i-kaigue-ha
JuanA3-think B3-motherB3.sick~om andA3-think too B3-fatherB3-sluggishxom
‘Juan thinks that his mother is sick and he also thinks thefdther is sluggish.’

That the propositional attitude constructions wig)mo’a ‘think’ indeed create a local context distinct
from the global utterance context is illustrated with thamaples in (45). In (45a), the global context is one
in which Juan’s mother is not sick, but the local context teday the propositional attitude verb is one
according to which Juan’s mother is sick in Juan’s beliefldsr (45b) is not contradictory since Juan’s
belief worlds need not be identical to those of the speaker.

(45) Context: The speaker has just visited Juan’s mothekaods that she is healthy.
a. Juarni-mo’a i-sy hasy-ha  ha=katu na-afeté-i.
JuanA3-think B3-motherB3.sicknom and=coNTRAST NEG-trUENEG
‘Juan thinks that his mother is sick but that’s not true.’
b. Juamoi-mo’a i-sy hasy-ha  h&=katu n-ai-mo’a-i (hasy-ha).
JuanA3-think B3-motherB3.sick~om and=contrasT NEG-Alsg-thinkxec B3.sick
‘Juan thinks that his mother is sick but | don’t think so (tkke is sick).

We now diagnose LocalfEect in Guarani.

5.2 Diagnosing local fect

Subdiagnostic I. of the LocalfEect diagnostic in (41) is used for triggersf contentam associated with a
Contextual Felicity constraint. It identifies a contemias having its ffect locally if uttering a sentence
(that embeds the sentence that contains the triggfam under a propositional attitude verb) is unacceptable
when the global context entaita and the bearer of the attitude is explicitly ignorantnof(i.e. the local
context ism-neutral). In (46), we apply this diagnostic to the triggavei ‘too’ and the pronoura’e with
respect to the existence implication.

(46) a.#Raub-va BuénosAires-pe,ha=katu Juannd-oi-kuaa-i. Ha'e oi-mo’'a
Raul A3-moveBuenosAires-to and=contrast JuanNeg-A3-know-NeG pron.S.3A3-think
Malénaavei o-va-ha BuénosAires-pe.

Malenatoo A3-movexom BuenosAires-to
#'Raul moved to Buenos Aires, but Juan doesn’t know that. hittks that Malena, too, moved
to Buenos Aires.’
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b. Context: The speaker, Ricardo and Malena are lost in afo#ty've never visited before. The
speaker, who, together with Ricardo, is a bit ahead of Malsags:

#E-ma'gé-mi!  Upépeo-T  peteikuimba’e.Malénand-o-hecha-i. Ha'e oi-mo’a
A2sg-lookpmv there A3-beone man Malenaneg-A3-seenec pron.S.3A3-think
ha'e  hasy.

pron.S.3B3.sick
#'Look! There's a man. Malena doesn’t see him. She thinksssick.’

The global context of (46a) is+positive since Raul is known to have moved to Buenos Aites;rélevant
local context isn-neutral since the attitude holder Juan is not aware thatiRaved to Buenos Aires. The
respective global and local contexts in (46b) arpositive andm-neutral, too: while the existence of the
man is given in the global context, Malena is explicitly igawt it. We conclude from the unacceptability of
the utterances in (46) that these triggers require theperds/e implicationsn to have their &ect locally,
i.e. with respect to the epistemic state of the attitude dvold

Subdiagnostic Il. is used to diagnose triggerd contentm not associated with a Contextual Felicity
constraint. In the examples in (47), the second implemientaif the subdiagnostic is used to explore the
polar implication ofaimete‘almost’ and the prejacent efnte ‘only’. In (47a), for example, the clause
embedded under the propositional attitude v@imo’a ‘think’ in the first conjunct contains the trigger
aimete‘almost’, which implies (here) that Malena did not break hegy (m). The clause embedded under
the second conjunct implies that Malena broke her leq)( Since the examples are unacceptable, we
conclude that these contents both have LodBd .

(47) Context: Juan is a doctor at the scene of an accidentrielisl says:

a. #Juaroi-mo’a Malénaaimete o-pe-ha hetymaha oi-mo’a aveiMalénao-pe-ha
JuanA3-think Malenaalmost A3-breaknom B3.leg andB3-think alsoMalenaA3-breakxom
hetyma.

B3.leg
#Juan thinks that Malena almost broke her leg and that Mabgoke her leg.’

b. #Juarni-mo’a Malénante o-pe-ha hetymaha oi-mo’a aveiMaléna
JuanA3-think Malena-onlyA3-break~om B3.leg andA3-think too Malena
nd-o-pe-i-ha hetyma.

NEG-A3-breakxec-nom B3.leg
#Juan thinks that only Malena broke her leg and that Maleda'doreak her leg.’

In (48), Local Hfect is diagnosed for the appositive using the third impleatéon: the appositive im-
pliesm (that Angela Merkel is Germany'’s president), while the remder of the clause implies its negation
(that Angela Merkel is the president of Argentina).

(48) Context: Sabine is from Germany and knows the politgithere very well. Angela Merkel, the
chancellor of Germany, is currently visiting farmers in&garay, among them Juan. Sabine s&ys:

Juanoi-mo’a AngélaMérkel, Alemania mburuvicha, ha'e-ha Argentinamburuvicha.
JuanA3-think AngelaMerkel Germany boss pron.S.3~om Argentinaboss

‘Juan thinks that Angela Merkel, the German president,esAtgentinian president.’

18The context of this example strongly reinforces that Salsim® expert on German politics while Juan is not. This ersstivat
the content of the appositive cannot plausibly be part oéflistemic state of the attitude holder. Some utterancesaithe context
was not constrained this way were judged unacceptable byatimgultant, suggesting that appositives have Lo@@de Whether
there is indeed dlierence in the extent to which appositives (and non-resgicelative clauses) have LocatiBct in English and
Guarani is a question for future research.
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Since the resulting utterance is acceptable in Guaranvgfisas in English), we conclude that appositives
do not have Local Hect, i.e. can contribute their content to the global conte®y. The same is true for
Guarani expressives; see also Potts (2007) and referdmasei for the observation that expressives do not
contribute to the local context.

Subdiagnostic 1. of the Local fiect diagnostic in (41) diers from subdiagnostic II. in the way the
context is controlled. We illustrate the application oftsubdiagnostic with the third person prondaie
with respect to the animacy implication in (49a). Since tr@pun is associated with a Contextual Felicity
constraint with respect to the existence implication, tlebg context in which the utterance that contains
the (bold-faced) pronoun is interpreted entails the emcsenf an entity, as does the local context (Malena’s
epistemic state). Crucially, the local context does naikttiat the entity is animate.

(49) a. Context: The speaker, Ricardo and Malena are loskoakihg for somebody to ask for direc-
tions. The speaker, who is walking ahead with Ricardo, says:

E-ma’e-mi! Upépeo-T peteikuimba’e,ha=katu Malénand-oi-kuaa-i.
A2sg-lookpmv there A3-beone man and=contrast Malenaneg-A3-Know-~NEeG
Ha'e oi-mo’a ha'e-ha peteita’angaita-gui-gua.

pron.S.3A3-think pron.S.3wom one figure stone-of-from

‘Look! There’s a man over there, but Malena doesn't know {figta man). She thinks he is a
stone figure.

The fact that the consultant judges this (and utterancest)ilacceptable is evidence that the implication of
ha'ethat its referent is animate does not need to haveifiggeocally. Additional support for this conclusion
is the unacceptability of example (49b), where the compigrolause of (49a) is realized as a matrix clause:
(49a) would be unacceptable if the animacy implication toelet interpreted locall}?

(49) b. Context: The speaker is standing in front of a stongrdig
#Ha'e  peteita’angaita-gui-gua.
pron.S.3one figure stone-of-from
(Intended: It's a stone figure.)

The example in (50) shows that the implication of demonstatoun phrases that the demonstratum
has the property denoted by the noun does not have the Léealt property.

(50) Raulmburuvichaha=katu Malénand-oi-kuaa-i. Ha'e oi-mo'a ko mburuvicha
Raulboss and=contrast Malenaneg-A3-know-~ea pron.S.3A3-think this boss
pa’i-ha.
priestxom
‘Raul is a (company) boss, but Malena doesn't know that (reh®ss). She thinks this boss is a
priest.

19The utterance in (i) with the non-attributive demonstrivonourkbvawould be used in this context.
() Kova peteita’angaita-gui-gua.

this one figure stone-of-from

‘This is a stone figure.’
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5.3 Summary

In sum, projective contents féér in whether or not they are necessarily contributed lgcadlie existence
implication of the pronouma’e and the polar implication adimete'almost’, for example, have LocalfEect,

while the projective content of appositives and the animaxpfication of the pronouma’e do not. The full

results of applying the diagnostics for Locdfé&ct are summarized in Table 2 in the next section.

6 Projective content in English and Paraguayan Guaran

The results of applying the diagnostics for Contextualdigli Projection and Local fect are summarized
in Table 2 for pairs of English (E) and Guarani (G) triggensl @ontents. The third column identifies the
various contents as projective; the fourth and fifth coluridlesitify whether a triggécontent pair has the
Contextual Felicity or Local Eect properties (yes) or not (no). The final column identiffessthree classes
of projective contents that empirically emerge from thel@pgion of these diagnostics.

Property
Language Trigger/Content || Projection Contextual Felicity Local Effect \ Class

E Pronourexistence of referen yes yes yes A
tog/existence of salient alternativ yes yes yes
Demonstrative NRdent. of demonstratu yes yes yes
G ha’e ‘3rd’/existence of referen yes yes yes
avei‘too’/existence of salient alternativ yes yes yes
Demonstrative Nfdent. of demonstratu yes yes yes

E Expressive yes no no B
Appositive yes no no
Non-restrictive relative clausg yes no no
G Expressive yes no no
Appositive yes no no
Non-restrictive relative clausg yes no no
ha’e ‘3rd’ /animacy of referent yes no no
Demonstrative Nfproperty attribution yes no no

E almostpolar implication yes no yes C
only/prejacent implication yes no yes
stogpre-state holds yes no yes
Possessive NPossessive relatior yes no yes
G aimete‘almost/polar implication yes no yes
—nte‘only’ /prejacent implication yes no yes
nda-...-vé-i-manot anymore/pre-state holds yes no yes
Possessive NPossessive relatior yes no yes

Table 2: Properties of some projective contents in EnglighRaraguayan Guarani

We hypothesize that the Projection, Contextual Felicity bacal Bfect properties delineate three the-
oretically cohesive classes A, B and C of projective costémthe two languages. Triggers of projective
contents in class A impose a Contextual Felicity constraitt respect to the relevant content, which nec-
essarily has a LocalfEect. The contents in class B are not associated with a Caratieelicity constraint
and do not necessarily have a Loc#lidet. Triggers of projective contents in class C are not agsatwith
a Contextual Felicity constraint and the contents necibg$mve a Local Hect.
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These three classes of projective content empirically genieom the application of diagnostics for Con-
textual Felicity and Local Eect, and align with theoretically identifiable classes @fjgctive contents. The
Contextual Felicity constraint can be taken to reflect arphogc requirement of a trigger on the context;
thus, triggers of projective contents in our class A are esgions typically called anaphoric, including pro-
nouns, demonstrative noun phrases and the adwerfand its Guarani counterpart). The contents in class
B subsume Potts’ Conventional Implicatures, but also helprojective contents contributed by pronouns
and demonstrative noun phrases. Comparing triggers isaeda8 and B thus suggests that a particular
lexical item can give rise to several (projective) implioas with distinct status: the third person pronoun
ha’e, for example, gives rise to both a class A and a class B piegecbntent. With anaphoric triggers,
the descriptive content implication thus need not be anaph@he set of projective implications in class
C are the most heterogeneous of the three classes and wpatstiturther subdivisions by considering
additional properties of projective contents. Classicabpppositions, such as those triggeredtmp (and
likely alsoknowand other factives), are contained in this class, but alssgssive noun phrases (with re-
spect to the attribution of the possession relation) angtegcent obnly (and Guarantntég), which is not
clearly presuppositional in the classical sense (see @ EP96; Roberts 2006; Beaver and Clark 2008 for
discussion).

As mentioned above already, we expect this taxonomy to beedkfjand even revised) on the basis of
consideration of additional properties of (projectivehtamts. A particularly pertinent question is whether
there is a fourth class of projective implications that esgogiated with a Contextual Felicity constraint but
do not have a Local feect. A possible candidate might bésq if it is associated with a Contextual Felicity
constraint, liketoo: the example in (51) from Heim (1992) suggests thlab does not necessarily have its
effect locally when realized in a clause subordinatéhtok, since Mary’s utterance in (51) does not require
Mary’s parents to believe that John is in b’é?d(ll indicates that John is the implicit antecentadég, I
identifies the focus associateafo.)

(51) Context: Two kids are talking to each other on the phone. (Heim 1992:209)
John: k am already in bed.
Mary: My parents think t amalso; in bed.

The issue of whether additives lildso have a Local Hect is vexed. We find Mary’s utterances in the
following variants of Heim’s example odd:

(52) Context: Two kids are talking to each other on the phone.
John: i am already in bed.
Mary: # My parents thinkg amalsoy in bed but that you aren't.

(53) Context: Two kids are talking to each other on the phone.
John:  am wearing the PJs that you left behind last time we had asleep
Mary: # My parents thinkg amalso; wearing those PJs.

Our judgments on (52) and (53) are in agreement with theegat#ita in the paper, implying that additives
do have a Local Eect. However, in the face of Heim’s data, further researatidarly needed. Note that
even if, as Heim’s data suggested, it were to turn out thaitieelsl have no Local Eect, it would still be
noteworthy that the potential fourth class of projectivatents to which they would belong is, so far as we
can tell, suspiciously under-populated. Whether thereliearetical reason for this is an open question.

Table 2 allows for a comparison between English and Gudnahreveals many parallels between projec-
tive contents in the two languages. All three subclassesajégtive contents are populated by expressions
from the two languages and, more importantly, there is it overlap in the properties of the projective

20\We thank Kai von Fintel (p.c.) for discussion of Heim’s exdeagHow to reconcile this example with that in (46a) and wketh
such data are acceptable in Guarani is a question for ftegearch.
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contents of comparable expressions: for example, the cootexpressives is projective in both languages,
is not associated with a Contextual Felicity constraint does not have Localfkect. Likewise, the preja-
cent implications of Guararinte‘only’ and Englishonly are projective in the two languages, not associated
with a Contextual Felicity constraint, but must have théieet locally. The only dferences conclusively es-
tablished so far pertain to variation in the inventory ojdiers of projective contents. For example, English,
but not Guarani, has definite noun phrases, which triggaplaoric projective implications (e.g. Roberts
2003). English third person pronouns likeeandhe give rise to gender implications, while the Guarani
third person pronouha’e only requires its referent(s) to be animate. As discussesédgtion 3, the question
of whether possessive noun phrases and change of stateuctinsts in English and Guaranifféir with
respect to a Contextual Felicity constraint is a questiaridfture research.

7 Implications for the taxonomy of meaning and theories of pojection

In the introduction to this paper, we observed that projectias largely been treated as a property of
presuppositions, and has primarily been explored frompghrspective. The evidence we have presented
confirms that projection does not, in fact, pick out the tiadal class of presuppositions in English or
Guarani. In fact, none of the three classes of projectiveert identified above encompass the contents
traditionally considered presuppositions. The evidemesgnted above minimally suggests that the classes
of projective content A, B and C form a subtaxonomy in a betmreloped taxonomy of meaning and are
distinct on some dimension from e.g. ordinary entailmektew this subtaxonomy fits into the taxonomy
of meaning is a question for future reseaféh.

The observation that projective contents are heterogenéee also e.g. Chierchia and McConnell-
Ginet 1990; Abusch 2002, 2010; Simons 2001; Potts 2005, ;280Gott 2006) has important implications
for theories of projection. We argue that a principled tlenfr projection that accounts for all classes of
projective content should, if attainable, be preferable tollection of disparate theories which individually
account only for subsets of projection phenomena. Considerexample, accounts of projection based
on the assumption that presuppositions place constraintseocontext: on these accounts, presupposition
projection occurs when this constraint is required (for osason or another) to be satisfied outside of
the local context in which the trigger occurs (Karttunen 4;9Meim 1983; van der Sandt 1992; Geurts
1999). Since only class A projective implications are asged with a Contextual Felicity constraint, these
accounts of projection cannot easily generalize to imptca in classes B and C that are not associated
with such a constraint (as discussed in detail in The Autl2®80). A similar objection can be raised
against even more recent models, like that of Schlenkerd2@there it is assumed that a presupposition is
satisfied in its local context if it is entailed by it. Since,general, the relevant local context is the context
set (“which encodes what the speech act participants takgrémted”, p.2), presuppositions are predicted
to project. The heterogeneity of projective contents, irtipalar the finding that many such contents are
not associated with a Contextual Felicity constraint, egr@mpirically implausible an inclusive analysis of
projection based on satisfaction.

In theories like that of Karttunen and Peters (1979) andsR@®05, 2007), projective content is not
targeted by entailment-canceling operators since piegcontent is handled in a separate dimension from
ordinary content and is thus not accessible to such opsrédee also Jayez 2009 for a related account).
As discussed in detail in Amaral et al. (2007), such multieinsional theories of meaning are problematic
since they cannot account for observed anaphoric interectbetween the fierent kinds of content (see
also Lee 2011). A further problem for such analyses is thagthdr a particular content is projective is
context-dependent (Simons et al. 2010), a fact that is mutioad by analyses that assume that projective
content is conventionally specified as such.

2'Recent research on evidentials also suggests that exdtiatitirances may give rise to implications which do notlgdisinto
the standard taxonomy of meaning (e.g. Faller 2002; Mattbevet al. 2007; Murray 2010).
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Schlenker (2007) proposes to capture the projectivity pfessive contents, one of the types of content
considered by Potts (2005), by arguing that such contest§rdormative self-fulfilling presuppositions’.
Expanding on Stalnaker (2002), the assumption is that sheespeaker presents herself as presupposing
that p, the other speech act participants update their beliefaki® into account the speaker’s belief, thus
guaranteeing thagb is common belief and projective. But, as noted in SchlenkRe0T:243), this process
crucially relies on the relevant content being “indexicadi attitudinal, and thus predicat[ing] something of
the speaker’'s mental states”. It is unclear, however, véneth projective contents have these properties.

We return, then, to the position proposed in the introductmthis paper: a fully adequate account of
projection must be based on a detailed understanding oftipirieal behaviors of projective contents. This
paper constitutes a contribution to that understanding.

8 Conclusions

This paper has proposed a preliminary taxonomy of projeaontent on the basis of a detailed exploration
of a wide range of projective contents in English and Guar@rdjection is a property common to all con-
tents considered here, whereas Contextual Felicity andlLE€ect point to the heterogeneity of the set
of projective contents. The application of the diagnostmsthese properties has shown that Guarani has
expressions that give rise to projective contents and thaparable expressions in English and Guarani
exhibit striking parallels with respect to the kind of prcijge content they convey. The current taxonomy
already has strong implications for the taxonomy of meaaimgjtheories of projection, implying classifica-
tions which cross-cut the traditional notion of presupfosi which in turn suggests that existing accounts
of projection be revised so as to account uniformly for ppp&sitional and non-presuppositional projective
contents. We expect (and hope) that future research onctikgeontents in other languages on the basis
of the diagnostics developed here will lead to further refiarts of the taxonomy we have proposed.

References

Abbott, Barbara. 2006. Where have some of the presupposigone? In B. J. Birner and G. Ward, eds.,
Drawing the Boundaries of Meaning: Neo-Gricean Studiesriagiatics and Semantics in Honor
of Laurence R. Hornpages 1-20. Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Abusch, Dorit. 2002. Lexical alternatives as a source ofypratic presupposition. IRroceedings of
Semantics and Linguistic Theory (SALT) Xdages 1-19. Ithaca, NY: CLC Publications.

Abusch, Dorit. 2010. Presupposition triggering from adtdives.Journal of Semantic27:37-80.

Acosta, Feliciano and Natalia Krivoshein de Canese, ed¥3.20ombe’ugua’u: collecibn de mitos, fabulas
y leyendas paraguayag\suncion, Paraguay: Servilibro.

Acosta Alcaraz, Feliciano and Tadeo Zarratea, eds. 20R&’i rembiasakue (Las aventuras de ca'i)
Asuncibn, Paraguay: Servilibro. Spanish translationdlbtalia Krivoshein de Canese.

Adelaar, Willem F. H. 1994. The nagatal distinction in Paraguayan Guaranitstes. Revista Latinoamer-
icana de Estudios Etnolingiistic8125-133.

Amaral, Patricia. 2007The meaning of approximative adverbs: Evidence from E@oiortuguesePh.D.
thesis, OSU.

Amaral, Patricia Matos, Craige Roberts, and E. Allyn Sn#007. Review of ‘The Logic of Conventional
Implicature’ by Chris PottsLinguistics and Philosoph80:707—749.

Beaver, David. 2001 Presupposition and Assertion in Dynamic Semantigtanford, CA: CSLI Publica-
tions.

Beaver, David and Brady Clark. 200&ense and Sensitivity: How Focus Determines Mean{dgford:
Wiley-Blackwell.

32



Chemla, Emmanuel. 2009. Presuppositions of quantifiectsees: Experimental dat&latural Language
Semantic4d 7:299-340.

Chierchia, Gennaro and Sally McConnell-Ginet. 1980=aning and GrammarCambridge, Mass.: MIT
Press.

Clopper, Cynthia G. and Judith Tonhauser. 2011. On the drosoding of focus in Paraguayan Guarani. In
Proceedings of the 28th West Coast Conference on Formallstigs (WCCFL,)pages 249-257.
Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceedings Project.

Clopper, Cynthia G. and Judith Tonhauser. ms. The prosoftycok in Paraguayan Guarani. Unpublished
ms, June 2011, The Ohio State University.

Dessaint, Michel. 1996. Mba’éixapa he'i ara avafe’@cmr(ment dit-on le temps en guarani®odeles
linguistiques33(XVII):9-17.

Faller, Martina. 2002 Semantics and Pragmatics of Evidentials in Cuzco QuecPkeD. thesis, Stanford
University.

von Fintel, Kai and Lisa Matthewson. 2008. Universals in getics. The Linguistic Revie®5:139-201.

Gazdar, Gerald. 197®ragmatics: Implicature, Presuppositions, and Logicairio New York: Academic
Press.

Geurts, Bart. 1999Presuppositions and pronoun®xford: Elsevier.

Geurts, Bart, Napoleon Katsos, Chris Cummings, Jonas MamtsLeo Noordman. 2010. Scalar quanti-
fiers: Logic, acquisition, and processiriganguage and Cognitive Process#s130-148.

Geurts, Bart and Rob van der Sandt. 2001. TodProceedings of the 13th Amsterdam Colloquiyages
180-185. University of Amsterdam.

Gregores, Emma and Jorge A. Suarez. 196Description of Colloquial GuaraniThe Hague: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Grice, Paul. 1975. Logic and conversation. In P. Cole andarghith, eds.Syntax and Semantics 3: Speech
Acts pages 64—75. new York: Academic Press.

Heim, Irene. 1982.The Semantics of Definite and Indefinite Noun Phradek.D. thesis, University of
Massachusetts, Amherst.

Heim, Irene. 1983. On the projection problem for presugpmos. In M. Barlow, D. Flickinger, and
M. Westcoat, eds\WWest Coast Conference on Formal Linguisticp&ges 114-125.

Heim, Irene. 1992. Presupposition projection and the séosaaof attitude verbs.Journal of Semantics
9:183-221.

Horn, Lawrence R. 1996. Exclusive company: Only and the oyos of vertical inference.Journal of
Semantic43:1-40.

Horn, Laurence R. 2002. Assertoric inertia and NPI licegciim Proceedings of the 38th Annual Meeting
of the Chicago Linguistic Society: Parasession on Negadiwt Polarity, vol. 38, pages 55-82.

Jayez, Jacques. 2009. Projective meaning and attachnreRtrodeedings of the 17th Amsterdam Collo-
quium pages 306—315.

Karttunen, Lauri. 1974. Presupposition and linguistictegh Theoretical Linguistic4:181-193.

Karttunen, Lauri and Stanley Peters. 1979. Conventionpligature. In C. Oh and D. Dineen, edBre-
suppositionsSyntax and Semantics Vol.11, pages 1-56. New York: Acacléméss.

Kripke, Saul A. 2009. Presupposition and anaphora: Renmarkke formulation of the projection problem.
Linguistic Inquiry40:367-386.

Krivoshein de Canese, Natalia, Carlos Martinez Gamba, afidi&o Acosta Alcaraz, eds. 200%etagua
Remimombe’u: Cuentos Populares Paraguaybdsuncion, Paraguay: Servilibro.

Langendoen, Terry and Harris Savin. 1971. The projectioblpm for presuppositions. In C. Fillmore and
T. Langendoen, edsStudies in Linguistic Semantigsages 54—60. New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston.

Lee, Jungmee. 201 Evidentiality and its Relationship to Temporality and Mbya Ph.D. thesis, The Ohio

33



State University.

Levinson, Stephen. 198®ragmatics Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Levinson, Stephen. 2011. Universals in pragmatics. In Pdgan, ed.,;The Cambridge Encyclopedia of
the Language Sciencgsages 654-657. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Levinson, Stephen C. and E. Annamalai. 1992. Why presufpiposiaren’t conventional. In R. N. Srivas-
tava, ed.Language and Text: Studies in Honour of Ashok R. Kelkages 227-242. Delhi: Kalinga
Publications.

Lewis, David. 1979. Scorekeeping in a language game. IndreBé, U. Egli, and A. von Stechow, eds.,
Semantics from Qerent Points of Viewpages 172—-187. Berlin: Springer Publishing House.

Liuzzi, Silvio. 1987. Temps et Aspect en Guaramiih.D. thesis, Université de Paris IV, Sorbonne.

Liuzzi, Silvio and Pablo Kirtchuk. 1989. Tiempo y aspectoGumarani.Amerindial4:9-42.

Lunt, Horace G. 1973. Remarks on nasality: The case of Gudras. R. Anderson and P. Kiparsky, eds.,
A Festschrift for Morris Hallepages 131-139. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.

Matthewson, Lisa. 2004. On the methodology of semantic\ietdd. International Journal of American
Linguistics70(4):369-415.

Matthewson, Lisa. 2006. Presupposition and cross-litiguigriation. InProceedings of the 26th Meeting
of the North-Eastern Linguistic Societyages 63—76.

Matthewson, Lisa, Hotze Rullmann, and Henry Davis. 2007id&tials as epistemic modals: Evidence
from St’at'imcets.The Linguistic Variation Yearbook201-254.

Ministerio de Educacion y Cultura. 2004. La educacioimbilie en la reforma educativa Paraguaya. Avail-
able online atvww.escuelaviva-mec.eduipyestigaciong80.pdf last checked (80/08.

Murray, Sarah E. 201(Evidentiality and the Structure of Speech A&$.D. thesis, Rutgers.

Nordhdt, Sebastian. 2004NomepVerb-Distinktion im Guarani Master’s thesis, University of Cologne,
Germany.

Potts, Christopher. 2009:he Logic of Conventional Implicature®xford: Oxford University Press.

Potts, Chris. 2007. The expressive dimensibheoretical Linguistic83:165-197.

Potts, Chris. to appear. Conventional implicature. In Cigvlborn, K. von Heusinger, and P. Portner, eds.,
Semantics: An International Handbook of Natural LanguageaMng Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Potts, Christopher and Shigeto Kawahara. 2004. Japaneseifits as emotive definite descriptions. In
K. Watanabe and R. B. Young, edSemantics and Linguistic Theory (SALT) pages 235-254.
Ithaca, NY: CLC Publications.

Rivas, Alberto M. 1974. Nasalization in Guarani. In E. Kaisand J. Hankamer, ed®prth Eastern
Linguistic Society (NELS), pages 134-143. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University.

Roberts, Craige. 1989. Modal subordination and pronon@naphora in discours&inguistics and Philos-
ophy12:689-721.

Roberts, Craige. 1995. Domain restriction in dynamic sdivanIn E. Bach, E. Jelinek, A. Kratzer, and
B. H. Partee, edsQuantification in Natural Languagepages 661—700. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Roberts, Craige. 1996. Information Structure in Discouil®vard an Integrated Formal Theory of Prag-
matics. In J. H. Yoon and A. Kathol, ed€hio State University Working Papers in Linguistics
vol. 49. The Ohio State University, Department of Lingwisti

Roberts, Craige. 2003. Uniqueness in definite noun phraseguistics and Philosoph26(3):287-350.

Roberts, Craige. 2004. Context in dynamic interpretatitm.L. Horn and G. Ward, edsHandbook of
Contemporary Pragmatic Theagrgages 197—-220. Oxford: Blackwell.

Roberts, Craige. 20060nly, presupposition and implicature. Accepted with revisirsJournal of Se-
mantics

Schlenker, Philippe. 2007. Expressive presuppositidieoretical Linguistic83:237-245.

Schlenker, Philippe. 2009. Local contex&manticg Pragmatics2:1-78.

Schwarz, Florian. 2007. Processing presupposed colemtnal of Semantic24:373—-416.

34



Shain, Cory and Judith Tonhauser. 2010. The synchrony awhudiny of diferential object marking in
Paraguayan Guararianguage Variation and Chang®?:321-346.

Simons, Mandy. 2001. On the conversational basis of sonmipp®sitions. IProceedings of Semantics
and Linguistics Theory (SALT) Xpages 431-448. Ithaca, NY: CLC Publications.

Simons, Mandy, Judith Tonhauser, David Beaver, and Crageefs. 2010. What projects and why. In
Semantics and Linguistic Theory (SALT) pages 309-327. Ithaca, NY: CLC Publications.

Stalnaker, Robert. 1973. Presuppositiodasurnal of Philosophical Logi@:447-457.

Stalnaker, Robert. 2002. Common grouigthguistics and Philosoph25:701-721.

Stalnaker, Robert C. 1974. Pragmatic presuppositions. .IMNhitz and P. Unger, edsSemantics and
Philosophy pages 197-213. New York: New York University Press.

Tonhauser, Judith. 2008.he Temporal Semantics of Noun Phrases: Evidence from @uaPh.D. thesis,
Stanford University.

Tonhauser, Judith. 2007. Nominal tense? The meaning ofaBuapminal temporal markerd.anguage
83(4):831-869.

Tonhauser, Judith. 2009. Counterfactuality and futureetheference: The case of Paraguayan Guarani
—mo’a In A. Riester and T. Solstad, edRroceedings of Sinn und Bedeutung fi8ges 527-541.

Tonhauser, Judith. 2010. Is Paraguayan Guarani a tesdaleguage? IfProceedings of Semantics of
Under-represented Languages of the Americas (SUL.Axges 227-242. Amherst, MA: GLSA.

Tonhauser, Judith. ms.. Temporal reference in Paraguayare@i, a tenseless language. Manuscript under
review, The Ohio State University.

Tonhauser, Judith. to appear. The future maskarof Paraguayan Guarani: Formal semantics and cross-
linguistic comparison. In R. Musan and M. Rathert, ed®nse Across Languagesiubingen:
Niemeyer.

Tonhauser, Judith and Erika Colijn. 2010. Word order in Baagan Guaranilnternational Journal of
American Linguistic§6:255-288.

van der Sandt, Rob. 1992. Presupposition projection ashanapesolution.Journal of Semantic9:333—
377.

Velazquez-Castillo, Maura. 1995. Noun incorporation afject placement in discourse: The case of
Guarani. In P. Downing and M. Noonan, eda/ord Order in Discoursgpages 555-579. Amster-
damPhiladelphia: John Benjamins.

Velazquez-Castillo, Maura. 1996he Grammar of Possession: Inalienability, Incorporatamd Possessor
Ascension in GuaraniAmsterdam: John Benjamins.

Velazquez-Castillo, Maura. 1999. Body-part EP consionst In D. L. Payne and |. Barshi, edExternal
Possessiarpages 77-107. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Velazquez-Castillo, Maura. 2002a. Grammatical relaioractive systems. The case of Guar&uinctions
of Language9(2):133-167.

Velazquez-Castillo, Maura. 2002b. Guarani causativesitactions. In M. Shibatani, edlhe Grammar of
Causation and Interpersonal Manipulatioppages 507-534. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Velazquez-Castillo, Maura. 2004a. Guarani (Tupi-@ogr In G. E. Booij, C. Lehmann, J. Mugdan, and
S. Skopeteas, eddMorphology: An International Handbook on Inflection and d/iormation

vol. 2, pages 1421-1432. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Velazquez-Castillo, Maura. 2004b. Serial verb consionstin Paraguayan Guararinternational Journal
of American Linguistic§0(2):187-213.

Walker, Rachel. 1999. Guarani voiceless stops in oralugenasal contexts: An acoustical studgpurnal
of the International Phonetic Associati@9:63—94.

Zeevat, Henk. 2000. Discourse particles as speech act rmatkd.DV Forum. Forum der Gesellschaft fir
Linguistische Datenverarbeitung (GLDWpl. 17.32, pages 74-91.

35



